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Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

COMMENT L-01. STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

COMMITTEE (SCERC), W. RICHARD JANTZ AND RAUL
MENDEZ

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE
Richard W. Robinson
Chief Executive Offfcer

Patricia Hilf Thomas
Assistant Executive Officer

1010 10" Street, Suite 680G, Modesto, CA 93354
p.0. Box 3404, Modesto, A 95353-3404

Phone: 205.525 6333 Fax 209.544-6226°

STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE % -
JUL 142005

July 11, 2005

Claire Jacquemin
Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700 ;
Sacramento, CA 95825 !

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRALS-DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR-BUREAU OF RECLAMATION-NOTICE OF 1 ‘:
AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT f
STATEMENT (DRAFT EIS) AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARINGS {San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation)

o
i
|
i
]-
i
:

&..;..(_..—.-_-_-,

Ms. Jacquemin:

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has reviewed
the subject project and has the following comment(s): :

« Applicant shall determine, to the satisfaction of the Department of
Environmental Resources (DER), that a sife containing (er fermerty
containing) residences of farm buildings, or structures, has been fully
investigated (via Phase | and Il studies) prior to the issuance of a-grading
permit. Any discovery of underground storage tanks, former underground
storage tank locations, buried ehemicals, buried refuse, or contaminated s9il
shail be brought to the immediate attention of DER.

L-01-1

The ERC appreciates the apportunity to comment on this project.

e —

Sincerely,

—" o
.

e P //._,—-—"”"2—:’—5__~x N

W. Richrd Jantz, Deputy Executive Officer
Raul Mendez, Senior Management Consultant

Environmental Review Commiftee

cc: ERC Members

SLDFR Final EIS
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT L-01

L-01-1

The proposed project will adhere to any applicable grading permit requirements. The Department
of Environmental Resources would be notified of any existing or former underground storage
tank locations, buried chemicals or refuse, contaminated soil, or any other hazardous material
encountered.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-2
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COMMENT L-02. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, MARY N. PIEPHO

Mary N. Piepho
Supenascr, Distrie: Y
Cordra Costa Gounly
Brizrd of Supeyvisors

IDaryidle Caforua G558
BER.82-EE83
2RI AROARIT FAX

Flnes ooty us

Juiy 14, 2003

My, Claire faeguemin
L5, Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Coatage Way, MB-700

Sacramento, CA 95825

Re: Dmaft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) vu the San Luis Drainage Feature
Re-evaluation and July 12 Public Hearing in Concord

Plear Ms. Jacquernn:

L-appreciate this opportumty 1o submil conumnents o this project elvital imerest o

comimunitics such as those | cepresent in Conwra Costa County Distriet I that wee

dewnstream of drainage-impaired lands in the Sun Joaquin Valley and neur to the
proposed ferminus of the San Fuis Drain. Cosnry stafl will subseguently submit detailed
comments on the BIS, but T wanted to have my views known on this magter,

Ay primary concems are as {ollows;

«  Construtting the Sao Luis Drian and transfefriny the sericuliural wastewaier 1o
the Deita is uot un scceptabic approach fur addressing the dramnage impairments.
of agricultural tands in the Westside of thie San Jouginn Valley.

& The Sueramento-San Touguin Delta is a significant ecological resource and source
of drinking water for many residents of gast and contral Contra Costa County s
well as most of the state.

The Dela is also o premier area in tw st tor hunbing and fishing. Taxpavers
have invesied milhons of dollars 1o improve the health of the Delm and sustain
and expand its many beneficlal uses. Construetion of the San Lujs Drain would
serfously undermine past and on-going investments in the health of the Delta and
i15 not a viable solution to the problem,

»  Feasibie. ir-valley abernatives o dramage expon do oxist dmd must be pursued to
address the drainagy probiem of the San Joaguin Vajlew.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-3
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Thank vou very much fur considering these comments.

MARY N PIEPHO
Counly buparu.sor, District [11

MINPirpk
RESPONSE TO COMMENT L-02

L-02-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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COMMENT L-03. SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY FARM BUREAU, JACKIE CRABB

SAN Luis OBispo COUNTY FARM BUREAU

651 TANK FARM ROAD + SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401
PHONF {R05) 343-36354 ¢ FAX (805) 333-3697 ¢ www slufarmburesu.org

L-03-1

Tuly 14, 2005

Members
Bureau of Reclamation

Re: Discharge of San Joaquin water to Estero Point
Dear Sirs:

Representing the San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau, we would like to ask for your total
rejection of the proposal of piping San Joaquin Valley water to the Central Coast of California
for disposal off Estero Point, or any other location on the Central Coast.

Qur farmers and ranchers are being held 1o a very high standard of water quality discharge on the
Central Coast. To introduce water from the San Joagquin Valle which will have, at the very least,
selenium contamination, is a direct contradiction 1o the reguirements that our area’s non-point
source discharges must be of z quality to protect the rare and endangered, as well as other species
that populate our area, especially the ocean along our Central Coast.

The Regional Water Quality Contro] Board is currently sampling and monitoring the quality of
the ocean water off the Central Coast. San Joaquin selenium water would have a significant
impact on the quality of the off-shore waters. This impact will reflect on our Central Coast
farmers and ranchers.

Please reject the piping of San Joaquin water 1o the Central Coast.

Thank you,

Z1ck
JACKIE CRABB
Executive Manager

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT L-03

L-03-1

Water discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative would be classified as a point source and
subject to CWA NPDES permit requirements and Ocean Plan requirements and water quality
objectives. See Master Responses SW-12 and SW-13 regarding effects of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative on special-status species and water quality, respectively.
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COMMENT L-04, CITY OF MORRO BAY, BRUCE AMBO

p ‘ City of Morro Bay e

Al
Morro Bay, CA 98442 ¢ 8G3-772-0200 L A A W
wWww.morro-bay.ca.usg i :

f

e

!
Ms. Claire Jacquemin ! |I ly 14, 2003
A g " . . t '\-I
.S, Department of the [nterior — ; ;a’}
Burcau ol Reclamation ;

2800 Couage Way. MP-700
Sacramento., CA 95823

Re: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft EIS
Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

On behalt ot the City of Moo Bay staff. T would like to express my concerns with the Occan Disposal
Alternutive addressed in the DEIS for the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation project. and request
an extension of the public review period o allow for adequate review time of this docurent which will
enable our community to tully consider the potential environmental impacts and develop a more
informed opinion on this project. Due to the limited time frame in reviewing this rather lengthy and
complicated technical document. we were only able to conduct a cursory review of the potential
cnvironmental impacts to the recetving waters ol Estero Bay and the sociogconomic impacts to the
Central Coast region.
There appear 1o be a few significant {laws related 10 the incomplete analysis of the ocean disposal
alternative. In the absence of a complete analysis. the comparison of alternatives is also flawed in that
the 2ELS does not adequately characterize potential impacts to occan water quality and compliance with
California Ocean Plan requirements. The document does not include a complete analvsis justifving or
L-04-1] supporting the increased pipeline capacity and occan vutfall location (deeper than necessary). At 4
minimum. the DEIS should be revised to include a complete. comprehensive evaluation of potential
impacts 1o vcean waler guality associated with the projeet at full capacity. including identification of
“reluted projects™. and inclusive of all relevand physiochemical constituents from the California Oceun
Plan,

[ The Ocean Plan lists of over 80 physiochemical constituents. They all require evaluation and monitoring
in the eifluent. The anticipated concentrations in the source water {end of pipe) and aiter dilution shoul
be cited for all of these other compounds. For exampte. there is no mention of the concentrations of g
pesticides or other priority pollutants in the source water. The constituents that are not evaluated in the WG
environmental document may pose more of an veean water quality problem thun the narrow list that was
evaluated in the DELS. E

g

L-04-2

/

o

&

Furthermore. the DEIS notes that these analvses would be conducted as part of project permitting, but N i
NEPA tand CEQAY do not allow deferring the analysis of potential environmental impacts {or miti garionb g
1o ¢ later date. A revised DEIR must contain a complete anaivsis of ail relevant physiochemical iR

UPMENT PUBLIC SER\.’WCELU E

RN e

. o 2133
) FITTEN =32 dhasta Stregdtol sl e
LR
T ATTORNES R PARTVENT RECREATICN ANLD PARKS
i 3] ERE NERNEGIIHE 0 Bav Badievand i Kennedy Wa
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DEIS San Luis Drainage Re-Fvaluation
July 14,2005

Page 2.

constituents listed in the Ocean Plan to thoroughly evaluaw the relative impacts of each alternative. The
full exrent ol these project-related impacts are unknown at this time. and we find it exwremely difficult at
best to accurately gauge these impacts and mitigation costs in comparison to other project aliernatives,

W have other questions and concerns on a number issucs, including but not limited . the source of
power. potential impacts and the costs for operating the 23 pumping plants; the sccuracy in evaluating
the potential umpacts on biological and marine resources: the discrepancy in discharge estimates and the
hydraulic capacity ol the oversized pipe. and the associated impacts of the “other drainage producers.”

Thank vou for the opportunity to provide our brief comments and raise these critically important issucs.
Basced upon the above. we belicve there is a well-demonstrated need to extend the public review period

L-04-3| to allow lor more meaninglul analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative. We would also like to reserve
the right to conduct further analysis and provide additional comments when more accurate and compleie
information has been provided.

Please feel free w contact me if you have any questions or would like additional information. We look
forward 1o working with you in sharpening the analysis of impacts in this document.

Sincergly,

Bruce Ambo, AICP
Public Services Director

cc: Mavor and City Council
Robert Hendrix, City Manager
Rob Schultz, City Attorney
Bill Boucher. Capital Projects Manager
Cllen Carroll, ST.O County Environmental Coordinator
Jerry Robbins. Burcau ot Reclamarion

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-04

L-04-1

See Master Response SW-13 in regard to potential impacts to ocean water quality and
compliance with California Ocean Plan requirements. Section 5 has been amended in the Final
EIS to compare effluent characteristics to the Basin Plan (for the Delta Disposal Alternatives)
and the Ocean Plan (for the Ocean Disposal Alternative). The impacts of all effluent constituents
on marine resources are considered in Sections 7 and 8. See Master Response ALT-P3 for
discussion of pipeline capacity and design.
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L-04-2
For more information about chemical constituents in water discharged under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative, see Master Response SW-13.

L-04-3
See Master Response GEN-4.
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COMMENT L-05. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY WATER DISTRICT, RICHARD A.
DENTON

oas
A \\\\\\ CONTRA COSTA

Soomtmm—— W/ ATER DISTRICT

MR
——
-— 1331 Concord Averue
PO. Box H20
Coneerd. CA 94524
{925) 688-8000 FAX (925) 668-8122
July 27, 2003

Diractors Claire Jacquemin

Joseph L. Campbell United States Bureau of Reclamation

Fresident 2800 Cottage Way, MP-700

Elizabeth A. Anello Sacramento, CA 95825
Vies Presidsnt

Befte Boatmun RE: Comments on San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Draft EIS

Jonn A Burgn

Kar L Wendry  Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

Wwaler J. Bishop L . . . .

General Manager Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) appreciates this opportunity to provide public
comments to the United States Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation} on the draft
Environmental [mpact Statement (EIS) for the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
dated May 2005

CCWD commends Reclamation for the comprehensive environmental analyses in the draft
EIS and for doing the right thing in moving forward with an aliernative that will have the
least impact on water quality in the Delra. CCWD supports Reclamation’s decision to pursue
an in-valley solution for San Luis Unit drainage dispesal. The in-valley solutions proposed
in the draft EIS do not appear to have negative impacts on water quality at CCWD’s intakes,
which provide source water for the 500,000 people in CCWD's service area.

CCWD maintains its opposition to Delta discharge of drain water from the San Luis Unit, an
alternative that is carried forward in the draft EIS but is not the preferred alternative. Our
long-standing histoncal opposition is well documented, and was described in CCWD's 2003
comments to Reclamation on the San Luis Drainage Fearure Re-evaluation Plan Formulation
Report (Richard Denton to Jason Phillips, February 28, 2003). The attached comments are
based on review of the Delta disposal alternatives included in the current draft EIS. and are
provided to establish CCWD’s position should there be any consideration of selecting Delra
disposal as the preferred alternative m the final EIS,

If you have any questions regarding CCWD’s comments, please contact Matt Moses at (925)
688-8106, or me at (925) 688-81587.

Sincerely,
A.
o 7=

Richard A. Denton
Watcr Resources Manager

RAD/MM:wec

Attachment: Technical Comments on Delia Dramage Alternatives
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Claire Joaquimin, United States Bureau of Reclamation
Comments on San Luis Drainage Re-e¢valuation Draft EIS
July 27, 2003

Page A-1

Attachment A

Technical Comments on Delta Drainage Alternatives

CCWD offers the following technical comments based on review of the Delta disposal
alternatives for San Luis Unit agricultural drammage. Background information on CCWD
operations is also presented to atd in understanding these comments.

CCWD delivers drinking water to 500,000 people in central and eastern Contra Costa County.
The source of this drinking water is entirely from the Delta, with diversions made at Mallard
Slough, Rock Slough, and Old River near Highway 4. The Contra Costa Canal and Los
Vaqueros Reservoir and associated intake and conveyance facilittes make up CCWD's principle
water delivery system.

A Thorough Review of Delta Water Quality Modeling Should Be Performed

Because Reclamation has indicated that Delta discharge will not be the preferred alternative,
CCWD has not carried out 2 comprehensive review of Delta water quality modeling work
presented in the draft EIS. However, should Reclamation change its mind about not considering
Delra disposal as a preferred alternative, CCWD requests that Reclamation provide CCWD with
detailed electronic data files of operations, hydrodynamics, and water quality impacts related to
Delta discharge alternatives to enable CCWD to fully review the modeling results. The draft EIS
fails to report any water quality results for CCWD's OId River intake, the source of water for
filling Los Vaqueras Reservoir. Without full analysis and disclosure of impacts on water quality
at CCWD’s Old River intake, the EIS environmental analysis 1s insufficient to disclose impacts
on CCWD. '

L-05-1

Estimated Water Quality Impacts Would Significantly Impact CCWD Operations

The draft EIS states that “[d]isposing drain water to Chipps Island, in the Delta, poses a threat to
the CCWD drninking water supply” (page 5-95). This is comrect. As reported in the drafy EIS,
the anticipated increase in salinity is from 15 1o 35 mg/L total dissolved solids (TDS) at Mallard
Slough, and up to 17 mg/L TDS at Rock Slough. These water quality impacts would force major
changes in CCWD operations that would reduce the effective storage available to CCWD in Los
L-05-2 Vaqueros Reservoir and increase CCWD's power and water costs. In light of these effects on
CCWD operations, the impacts to Delta water quality should be considered significant impacts.

The draft EIS also reports increases in the concentrations of bromide and total organic carbon
resulting from Delta discharge. These constituents are both precursors to harmful disinfection
byproducts, CCWD’s source water is already impacted by high concentrations of bromide and
TOC, so even small increases represent a potential risk to public health and make it more
difficult for CCWD 1o meet future drinking water regulations.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-11
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Claire Joaquirmin, United States Bureau of Reclamaton
Comrments on San Luis Drainage Re-gvaluation Drafy EIS
July 27, 2005

Page A-2

As discussed above, the draft EIS fails to report water guality results for CCWD's Old River
intake. If the Delta disposal alernarive is considered further, the EIS must first be revised to
L-05-3] gisclose the water quality wmpacts at CCWD’s Old River intake, and re-released for public
| comments and review.

The waste pipeline must not be located adjacent to the Contra Costa Canal

The Contra Costa Canal is a primary conveyance facility for delivering source water from the
Delta to the CCWD service area for drinking water use. Although no final alignment or design
details for drain water conveyance structures are presented in the draft E1S, the possibility that
the alignment could be along the Contra Costa Canal right-of-way is raised. As noted in the draft
L-05-4 | EIS, “[t]his alignment may receive a negative public reaction even if the two conveyances are
completely separated” (page 5-106). It 1s wise to acknowledge this pomt now, as CCWD and its
custemers strongly oppose placing an agricultural waste facility adjacent to CCWD’s drinking
water supply. The risk of contamination is not one that the 500,000 people that rely on CCWD
for their drinking water supply should have to bear. At a minimurm, secondary containment of the
drain water pipeline with Jeak detection would be necessary to ensure public acceptance. The
seismic evaluation performed for a drain water conveyance along the Contra Costa Canal is also
not adequate 10 eliminate public concems. In the event of a major carthquake 1n the Bay Area,
local water supply systems are likely to be highly 1axed, and the additional possibility of water
supply contamination by breakage of the drain water pipeline is too significant to ignore.
The cost estimates for conveyance systems presented in Tables 2.9-3 and 2.10-3, approximately
$390 per lincar foot of pipe, appear to be too low. This is much less than CCWD’s average cost
of construction for a similarly sized water supply conveyance pipe through eastern Contra Costa
County, installations that did not include waste control measures such as secondary containment.
The cost estimates used in the draft EIS were apparently based on recent or similar construction
in the San Joaquin Valley area rather than Contra Costa County where typical construction costs
L-05-5 | can be much higher.

The EIS must be revised to include realistic costs of conveying contarmnated drain water through
Contra Costa County, well away from the Contra Costa Canal, and fully containing the pipeline
fo prevent surface and groundwater contamination in the economic evaluation of altematives.
This cost estimate should include costs based on construction costs in eastern Contra Costa
County. If Reclamation were to consider Delta disposal as a preferred alternative, a realistic cost
analysis must be carried out and incorporated into a revised EIS and released for further public
review and commert.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-05

L-05-1

The comment is noted. The commenter is welcome to review modeling study files prepared for
the EIS.
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L-05-2

The commenter correctly reiterates the modeled changes in water quality at Mallard Slough and
Rock Slough from the Delta-Chipps Island Disposal Alternative. However, Reclamation
disagrees that the increases in TDS (which are predicted to be less than 1 percent of current
levels) would have a significant impact on operations of Los Vaqueros Reservoir. Similarly,
predicted increases in TOC and bromide would be negligible compared to current conditions and
are not significant.

L-05-3

If either of the Delta Disposal Alternatives were advanced for further consideration, water
quality impacts at the CCWD’s Old River intake would be evaluated using modeling procedures
similar to those used to evaluate water quality at other CCWD intake locations in the Delta in the
current Draft EIS analysis. Note that the Old River intake is located between the Rock Slough
and Clifton Court Forebay intake points, which were explicitly modeled and for which results are
presented in the EIS. These two intake points would likely constitute upper and lower limits on
the water quality that might be expected at the Old River intake, thus water quality
characteristics at the Old River intake would likely be within the range for which the two stations
provide boundaries.

L-05-4

Reclamation agrees that pipeline leakage is very important if it results in great harm, such as
impacts to drinking water supplies. Reclamation does not agree that secondary containment for
the pipeline is necessarily needed. This issue would have to be re-evaluated during future design
phases if one of the Delta Disposal Alternatives were advanced for further consideration. See
Master Response SW-15 for a discussion of leakproofing the pipeline.

L-05-5

The estimated costs presented in Tables 2.9-3 and 2.10-3 reflect Reclamation’s appraisal level
costs. These costs are approximate and are intended to help determine whether more detailed
investigations of the proposed project are economically justified and to serve as an aid in
comparing and selecting among alternate project features. Portions of the pipeline will be more
expensive to construct due to localized conditions. The average unit costs appear to be
representative of average construction costs throughout the project. The appraisal estimates are
not intended to be used as a basis for requesting project authorization or obtaining funding.

See Master Response GEN-1 for an explanation of the appraisal level of design.
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COMMENT L-06. PORT SAN LUIS HARBOR DISTRICT, CAROLYN MOFFATT

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS P.C. BOX 249 - AVILA BEACH

CALIFORNIA 93424

BRIAN KREGWSKI Prasident 1805) 595-5400 - Fax 595-5404
CARCLYN MDFFAT™ Vice President wwew . portsaniuis. com
JACK SCARBROUGH Secretary
JIM BLECHA Commigsiongr JAY K, ELDER Hartor Manager
JOHN KQEFF Commessaner THOMAS D, GREEN Legar Counset
PHILLIP J. SEXTON, CPa Treasurer
!
!
July 26, 2413
: ! Foons

B i w7l
Ms. Clatre Jacquemin z;: U ‘ﬂ?_ﬂ:{
Bureau of Reclamation . __“
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700 o
sacramento, CA 95823

Re: San ! uis Drainage Draft [1S
Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

Port San Luis Harbor District provides tor the public utilization and enjoyment of the marine resources on
the Central Coast. all of which depend upon a clean, productive marine environment. The District opposes
the contamination of the marine ecosysterns with pollutants and toxic chemicals.
The Ocean Dispasal Alternative m the San Luis Drainage Dratt Enviconmental inpact Statement
proposes to discharpe rens of millions of gallons a day of highly contamirated water into the waters of the
L-06-1 Central Coast without adequate analysis of contarminarts comtained iz the discharge, and without
implementing reasonable feasible mitigation.
Whilc the list of constituents in drain water ( Appendix C. Table C2-8) includes high cencentrations of
many polluants which bio-accumalate or otherwise would have a destructive impact on the cycles and
systems of the marine environment. there is not adeguate Jdiscussion of the pessiple-effects. Thereis o
discussion of pesticides and herbicides reasonably expected to be in agricultural discharge water.
Additiunally, the DEIS (dentifies selentum reduction etforts and reverse osmasis treatment tn association
with ather alternatives. but not with the Ocean Discharge Altemative.

L-06-2

The “In Valley™ alternative has previously been identfied as the responsible response w in-vallev
L-06-3] zeneration ot this severe environmental and economic agriculurai prabierm. Remediation must address
the scurce of the problem.

Thank vou for vour toture thorough znalvsis of impacts to the marine environment in the Ocean
Discharge Alternative.

Sincerely,

’ WZE /
Carolyn Moffatt

Commissioner CF
Port San Luis Harbor District
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-06

L-06-1

More detailed information has been included in Section 5 of the Final EIS regarding water
quality under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Also see Master Response SW-13.

L-06-2

See Response to Comment L-06-1 in regard to pesticides and herbicides in the agricultural
discharge water. For a discussion of why treatment is included in other alternatives but not the
Ocean Disposal Alternative, see Master Response SW-6.

L-06-3
See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control of drainwater.
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COMMENT L-07. CITY OF ANTIOCH, WILLIAM R. GALSTAN

(925)779-7015

L-07-1

L-07-2

FAX (925)779-7003

U

: E
i !
PooJuL 2 s

-

Claire Jacqueman I
[ S. Bureau of Reclamation R N VPR AN
Planning Division ‘éi.._’é\%’ﬂ “\ 0>

2800 Cottage Way R
Sacramento, CA 95825 T T

Re:  Environmental Impact Statement, San Lais Drain e —

Dear Ms. Jacqueman:

The Antioch City Council has directed me te send you this letter. The City of
Antioch joins the Contra Costa Water District in opposing as an option the release of drainage
water from San Joaguin County agribusiness into the Delta, particularly at Chipps Island near
Antioch.

For over 130 years. the City of Antioch has enjoyed water nghts in the San
Joaquin River for mumucipal purposes and has withdrawn water from the river to service the
community. Antioch continues to do so, serving our present population of more than 100,000,

Qur municipal water intake is located near the propesed-dischurge area-at-Empps
Island. Allowing the selenium-rich drain waters to be discharged in close proximity to the
municipal water intake of our city raises ¢ number of health and environmental concerns and
considerations. Any decision to allow the discharge near this location must include a full
environmental and health risk assessment regarding this fast-growing area of Comra Costa
County. Whale many environmental factors are important, human health must have the highest
consideration as the Bureau wrestles with this difficult question. The City of Antioch cannor
stand by and allow the Delta option (o proceed.

I also note recent newspaper reports that Delta Smelt populations are at an all-
ume low and that aquatic life in the Delta “has taken a nose-dive.” Surelv this drainage into the

Delra can only worsen this situation.

Very tru!y vours, ~
Wl o R Gortiar

WILLIAM R. GALSTAN
City Attomeyv

‘V¥RGrsh
e Mayor and Cirv Council Members I ——
James M. Jakel, City Manager e L
Contra Costa Water District =
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-07

L-07-1

Reclamation agrees with the comment that human health must have the highest consideration.
See Master Response SW-1 in regard to effects of the Delta-Chipps Island Disposal Alternative
on drinking water.

L-07-2

A recent synthesis of studies conducted through the CALFED Science Program and the
Interagency Ecological Program to identify causes of pelagic organism decline did not identify
Se concentrations as a potential cause
(http://science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf/workshops/IEP_POD_2005WorkSynthesis-
draft_111405.pdf). As described in Section 8.2.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Delta smelt is known to
breed in or migrate through the Delta in the vicinity of outfalls that would be constructed under
the Delta Disposal Alternatives. However, this species feeds primarily on zooplankton and is
unlikely to forage significantly on Asian clams or other benthic invertebrates that tend to
accumulate Se at elevated concentrations.
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COMMENT L-08. FRIANT WATER AUTHORITY, RONALD D. JACOBSMA

July 28, 2005
Harvey A. Bailey
Cheirmas of the Board
Eric A. Merz Mr. Gerald Rohbins
Viee Cheirman _ ) . . A )
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 7 Mid-Pacific Region
Marvin L. Hoghes 2800 Cottage Way
Secretsry/Freesurer A
i Sacramento, California 958235
Roosld D. Jacobmma
Ccacral Mapager
0. Zackary Smlth Subject: Comments on San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Draft
Greaeral € ounsed i =
Envircnmental Impact Statement
P -y Dear Mr, Robbins:
Detawo-Exriimart 1.1
f’""fﬂ The Friant Water Authority appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments
Tvanhoc LD. on the action alternat{ves relating to the subject Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Kern-Tuinre WD prepared by the Burcau of Reclamation (Reclamation). As an apency contracted by
Lindmere L.D. . . . . J
Lisdsay-Strashmare 1.0, Reclamation to operate and maintain the Central Valley Project’s Friant-Kem Canal
L"";:“" ‘z{;:: ‘;-g- distibution system and as an organization representing the interests of those water
mﬁ:ky LD, _districts and growers in the nearly one miltion acres of farmland within the Friant
::”‘;:::’; f-ﬁ Division, the Friant Water Authority appreciates the complexity of the issues at hand and
Sencetits LD, recognizes that there is no simple fix or perfect solution. White drainage impairment is
5o ;:‘:,::’q:;‘:f"éﬂ net 4an issue within Friant Division lunds, some of the remedices being considered for the
Stome Coersl L0, San Luis Unit’s drainage impairment, most specifically; varying degrees of land
T e retiremnent and the potential to erode those Central Valley Project contractual volumes
Tutare LD, delivered to the San Luis Unit, provoke cause for concern within our service arca and the
- greater Central Valley Project lands.
L-081 &

I'he subject ELS thoroughly describes those solutions conceived by Reclamanoen and
stakeholder groups. which provide a host of action alternatives to comply with the
decision of the Ninth Circuit Court ruling which states that the ., .Department of
Intedor...shall without delay, provide drainage to the San Luis Unit, pursuart to the
statutory duty imposed by section 1(a) of the San Luis Act.” The EIS asserts that
179,000 out of 730,000 actres within the San Lwis Vinit are marginally agricuwiturally
productive due to drainage impairment resulting from natural geologic conditions and
proposes three categories of alternative solutions; “In-Valley disposal (with varving
degrees of land retiremnent); collechon. treatment and discharge. of concentrated waste
streamns into the Pacific Ocean; and collection, treatment and discharge of concentrated
waste streams into the San Joaquin River Delta systemn.

Main Office Goastruction and Maimenanca Dffices Sacramente Offica

354 NORTH ARVARD RVENUE 340 SECOND STREET 337 NOPWALK 1527 L STREET
LINOSAY, (493247 ORANGE COVE, (A 93845 DELAND, Ch 93215 SACRAMENTD, (A 98814
PHOME $59-2£2-0305 FHONE: 555-00p-4444 PHONE: §81-725-0800 PHOKE: 91 6-441-173]
TRX: 559-592- 3498 FAX 359-62¢-4457 TRK 44T-705-F545 RE 916-441-158)
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Mr. Gerald Robbins
Tuly 29, 2005
Page 2

Among these action aiternatives presemed for consideration in the EIS, the Friant Water Authority
cannot, on a logical basis, support the category which transfers the drainage waste stream outside of the
impacted area {neither the Pacific Ocean nor the San Joaquin Delta). This leaves an assortment of In-
Valley altemnatives whose waste stream volumes vary inversely with the area of drainage impaired land
taken out of production (retired). Based on these alternatives, the Friant Water Authonty advocates the
“In-Valley Disposal Alternative™ through which the acreage declared for land revirement is minimized as
this alternarive is; least likely to diminish existing agricnltural productivity: most likely to maintain
existing CVP contractual quantities deliverable 1o the San Lws Unit; and maintain, if not improve, the
urderlying socioeconomic conditions within the region.

The potential for success of this approach, as demonstrated by the efforts undertaken at John Diener at
Red Rock Ranch Drainage Project, illustrates the reality of a workable, creative solution to managing
drainage impaired lands, without fallowing existing irrigated farmiand and impacting the sociceconomic
fabric of the communities supported by irrigated agriculture. Some of these communities within the San
Luis Umit that will be affected by marginal land retirement include the communities of, Dos Palos,
Mendota, Firebaugh, Huroen, Five Points, Avenal and Coalinga, many of which have expressed
opposition to land retirement because of the direct and indirect socioeconomic effects that will result,

L-08-2

In summary, the Friant Water Antharity hapes that Reclamation chooses to support. preserve and
uitimately strives to improve agricultural productivity within Central Valley Project, which will
ultimately preserve the ability of California’s Central Valley to provide food and fiber for our nation and
bevond.

Sincerely,

23

Ronald D. Jacobsma
General Manager

RDJ:tm

cc: FWA Member Districts

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-08

L-08-1
The comment is noted. The issue of CVP water contract terms is beyond the scope of the EIS.

L-08-2

The comment is noted. Socioeconomic effects of the Land Retirement Alternatives are discussed
in Sections 17 and 18 of the EIS.
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COMMENT L-09. CITY OF MORRO BAY, JANICE PETERS

City of Morro Bay

,"-"f(.'- S Morre Bay. A 03442 « 805-772-6200)
A www morro-bay.ca us

Ms. Claire Jacquernin July 29, 2005
U. 8. Department of the Interior

Bureau of Reclamation

2800 Cottage Way, MP-700

Sacramento. CA 95825

Dear Ms. Jacquemin’

The Morro Bay City Council supports our City Staff's letter to you regarding the need to
extend the official comment period on the Draft EIS for the San Luis Brainage Feature
Re-Evaluation beyond August 1, 2005, due to the quantily and complexity of this issue.

In addition, the City Council has voted unanimously to oppase the Out-of-Valley Ocean
Dispasal Allernative as a viable option for the following reasons:

L-09-1 1. Drainage service will not he provided in a timely manner due to multiple

L enviranmental permits.

L-09-2 |_2. Disposal into the ocean does net provide for water proguction.

L-09-3 3. Adverse environmental effects and risks are higher because no bictreatment is

| _proposed.

L-09-4 4. Deep water drainage is nct proven, other than through modeling, to be technically

| effective.

L-09-5 | S Cost effectiveness should include more than divect costs of building the facilities
The residents of the City of Morre Bay and the surrounding San Luis Obispo County
have successfully kept our waters asclean aspossible due to our economic
dependence on commercial fishing, sport fishing, and tourism, as well as our dedication
to preservation of the marine envirenment, We respectfully request that you honor our
endeavors and choose a preferred alternative that protects our precious coastal waters,

cc: Mr. Gerald Robbins, Project Manager

FINANCE ADMINISTRATION FIRE DEPARTMENT PLRLIC SERVICES

393 Farbor streer 303 Harbar Sireet 715 Harbor St 35 Shasta Street
HARBOR DEPARTMENT CITY ATTORNEY POLICE DEPARTMENT RECREATION AND PARKS

1273 Embarcanero Koad 235 Shasta Avenue ¥50 Marte Bay ioulevard 1001 Kennedy Way
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-09

L-09-1

As stated in Master Response REG-1, the time needed to obtain necessary permits for all action
alternatives was assumed to be equal for the purpose of determining the start date for drainage
service. The actual time required to obtain permits is not known for all of the alternatives. To
avoid unfounded speculation on permitting timelines, this was not used as a discriminating factor
in the analysis of the time required to implement drainage service.

L-09-2

The comment is noted. The purpose of the project is provision of drainage service and not
production of water.

L-09-3

Modeling results for the Ocean Disposal Alternative suggest that treatment of effluent water is
not needed to comply with the water quality requirements of the Ocean Plan. However, if this
alternative were advanced for further consideration, the final decision regarding the need for
treatment would be made by the State Board and Regional Board as part of the NPDES permit
requirement. See Master Responses SW-6 and SW-13 for additional discussion of treatment
costs and water quality under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

L-09-4

Several ocean disposal pipelines already exist in the offshore environment, including one
operated by the City of Morro Bay. As a result, Reclamation disagrees with the comment based
on observation of current conditions.

L-09-5

The assessment of cost effectiveness does include more than the direct costs of building
facilities. Appraisal-level cost estimates for construction (including right-of-way and land
acquisition), annual operation and maintenance (including energy), and replacement costs were
included and considered for all alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, as described in Master
Response GEN-1.
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COMMENT L-10. SOUTH DELTA WATER AGENCY, JOHN HERRICK

SOUTH DELTA WATER AGENCY
4255 PACIFIC AVENUE, SULTE 2
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95207

TELEPHONE (205) 956-0150
FAX (209) 936-0154
E-MAIL Jherrlaw(@aeal.com

Directors: Engineer:
Jerry Rebinson, Chairmnan Alex Hildebrand
Robert K. Fergusor, Vice-Chaitman Counsel & Manager.
Nataline Bacchetti, Secretary Jobn Herrick
Jack Alvarez
Mazry Hildebrand
August 1, 2005
- Via Fax (916) 978-50%4

Ms. Claire Jacquemin
Bureau of Reclamation
Planning Division

2800 Cottage Way MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825

Re: raft KIS for the San Lyis Drainape Fea Re-Evalpation

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

The South Delta Water Agency submits the following comments to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the above-referenced project.

1. The Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation is a positive first step in addressing the
salinity problems in the San Joaquin Valley and River. However, it needs to be part of a broader
cffort to insure compliance with existing water quality ohjectives and goals not just in response
to litigatton. Failure to take the broad approach can lead to actions that are counter productive in

L-10-1 mecting other ongoing cbligations. By way of example, under current federal law, the Bureau i3
supposed to be developing a plan under which it will meet its existing water quality obligations
on the San Joaquin River including the salinity standards measured at Vernalis and three other
interior South Delta locations. The Bureau’s efforts at addressing the salinity problem in the
Valley shouid not solely focus on the San Luis Unit’s soil salinity problem, but should include
addressing the overal] situation.

B 2. The DEIS does not adequately explain and examine the effects of upslope
groundwater on downslope groundwater and lands. Although districis such as Westlands do ot
L-10-2| bkave facilities that drain to other arcas or directly to the river, a portion of their drainage does
leave the district by means of subsurface flows. The DEIS needs to analyze how shifts in
applicd water may affect the subsurface flow, and how the quality of that flow may be changed
thus potentially affecting downslope subsurface and surface waters.
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L-10-3

L-104

L-10-3

L-10-6

L-10-7

L-10-8

L-10-9

L-10-10

Ms. Claire Jacquemin
August 1, 2002
Page-2-

3. It is not clear [n the DEIS if land retirement will be offset to any degree by
bringing other lands into production. The location and drainage of such lands can affect
reighboring lands and surface and subsurface water quality.

4. It is not clear from the DEIS whether the net consumnptive use of water in the
project arca will change as a result of the proposed actions or other ongoing actions. As abave,
such changes could cause an overall detriment if the existing and delivered salts remain the same
but consumption increases.

5. It is not clear from the DEIS if the various alternatives include continued
deliveries of water 1o areas outside of the permitted place of use for CVP permits, or if
encroachment or expansion lands (as defined in D-1641) will receive CVP water in the furture.

6, The DEIS fails to mention the other current water quality objectives at the three
interier South Delta compliance lacations.

7. The DEIS at various places notes that decreased surface dratnage, especially from
the GBP, results in a net improvement in San Joaquin River water quality due to the decreased
salt load entering the river. This is not necessarily the case. If the surface drainage is of better
quality than subsurface accretions to the river, that drainage provides dilution to the accretions
and may decrease the burden on New Melones for additional dilution water. This issue deals
with the difference between decreasing load and affecting concentration, It is important to note
that the water quality objectives are in parameters of concentration not load. In the DEIS, it
appears that the no action aad all the alternatives make this assumption with regard to
improvement in San Joaquin River water quality. Further examination or explaration is
necessary.

8. The DEIS does not adequately explain the effects of subsurface flows and
accretions in other neighboring CVP service arcas. The project area dircetly affects the
subsurface waters in those neighboring areas and the surface water flows further downslope.
Retirement of certain upslope lands and decreased surface drainsge may have no effect on
accretions to the river. The result may be the expenditure of hundreds of millions of dollars and
stiil have high salinity in the Sen Joaquin River.

9. Table 5.1-14 appears to incorrect omit the San Joaguin River as 2 high priornity for
an EC (sait) TMDL,

10, The modeling used to estimate inputs on the San Joaguin River includes
assumptions that certain TMDL’s are instituted and affective. Although that assumption is
attractive. the current environmental settings should be used not a setting that assumes another
process has cured the River’s salinity problems,
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Ms. Claire Jacquemin
August 1, 2003
Page -3 -

11.  Each alternative and the no action alternative assume improved San Joaquin River
L-10-11 |water due to a cessation of drainage from the GBP. That assumption is based upon goals of that
project and as yet undefined funding for salinity contrel. The DEIS should examine various
scenarics that do not make this assumption.

L-10-12 12. The land retirement alternative should include 2 scenaric under which the districts
with such lands receive less CVP water than they currently de.

13.  Onpage 5-130, the DFIS refers to the Interim South Delia Program. I believe
that name applies to 2 previous and suspended project that sought to install permanent barriers in
the South Delta. The subsection should refer to DWR's yearly actions reparding temporary rock
barriers and not to the [SDP.

L-10-13

14, Under cumulative effects, page 5-131, the DEIS refers to the Exchange
Contractor’s transfer program. Notwithstanding that program’s FEIR/EIS, increasing the
counsumption of water through the transfers is in viclation of CVPIA section 3405(a)(1¥I) and
will necessarily degrade water quality by increasing salinity concentrations.

L-10-14

15. The DEIS repeatedly states that there will be salinity increases beneath re-use
facilities and evaporation basins, but that they are “relatively small” and are “reversible.” These
conclusions are without support in the document. Though small in area, a significant increase in
concentration in the groundwater can result in significant effects both in the immediate area and
to groundwater and surface water downslope. The document needs to further examine this issue
and set forth facts to support any conclusions.

L-10-15

16. The SDWA continnes to support the principles and proposals set forth in the

L-10-16 “Rainhow Report” referred to in the document.

Please cail me if you have any questions or comments.

Very truly yours,

JOHN HERRICK

TH/dd

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-10

L-10-1

The comment is noted. As stated in Sections ES.2 and 1.1, the purpose of the proposed project is
to provide agricultural drainage service to achieve a long-term sustainable salt and water balance
needed to ensure sustainable agriculture in the San Luis Unit and the region. A broader effort to
ensure compliance with existing water quality objectives and goals outside of the San Luis Unit
is not within the scope of this EIS.
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L-10-2

The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model to analyze how
shifts in applied water and land use potentially affect groundwater levels and flow in the
drainage study area. The model was originally developed by the USGS and reliably simulates the
vertical movement of water to deeper portions of the saturated aquifer as well as the horizontal
movement of groundwater between adjacent land areas.

The USGS used an extensive database of geologic, groundwater-level, and water-use data to
develop and calibrate the model. Later testing conducted on the model, whereby input data sets
were updated and the simulation results compared to recent observed conditions, confirmed
model accuracy and the appropriateness of specified model input.

The Draft EIS employed the groundwater-flow model to quantitatively examine the interaction
between upslope and downslope groundwater. Specifically, the model simulates the horizontal
exchange of groundwater between present-day undrained districts such as Westlands and
adjacent areas. It also simulates subsurface flow from west to east from areas such as Westlands
to the eastern San Joaquin Valley. The current conceptual model is that these subsurface flows
generally do not move to the San Joaquin River but flow to areas of groundwater pumping in the
eastern San Joaquin Valley. Although simulated fluxes between districts and the east are not
explicitly reported, the simulated impacts (i.e., water levels, area affected by shallow
groundwater, and bare-soil evaporation rates) are the net consequence of these simulated flows.

In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is in response to significant downward flow,
which is a combined response to percolation of applied irrigation water and pumpage from deep
water supply wells. Groundwater movement is therefore primarily in the vertical direction, and
horizontal movement is less significant. Additionally, the area of the aquifer studied is more than
1,000 square miles, whereas its average total thickness is only about 3,000 feet. From a drainage-
study-area perspective, much more water moves in the vertical direction than in the horizontal
direction, and groundwater level and quality impacts, therefore, occur primarily under the
irrigated fields. The Draft EIS assumed that lateral movement of water and dissolved constituents
are significantly controlled by subsurface drainage, and the analysis showed a drainage project is
beneficial to water-table and groundwater quality relative to continued irrigation and undrained
conditions.

L-10-3

No other lands are assumed to be brought into production as part of an alternative. However,
land retirement reduces the overall demand for irrigation water in the San Luis Unit, allowing the
limited water supply to be used on other lands. The net result could be to avoid land fallowing on
those other lands or to avoid the need to develop or purchase supplemental water supply.

L-10-4

Both applied water and crop consumptive use in the San Luis Unit would decline as land is
retired. Crop consumptive use was not identified as an important screening or evaluation

criterion, so it is not explicitly displayed in the Draft EIS. As a result of changes in irrigated
acreage due to land retirement or fallowing, both applied water and consumptive use would
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change. The value of the change in water either acquired or made available is estimated and
shown in Section 12. See also Response to Comment 1-09-109.

L-10-5
Reclamation does not deliver water outside of the place of use.

L-10-6

This comment refers to salinity standards for three interior South Delta compliance locations.
The Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay and Sacramento—San Joaquin River
Delta Estuary (Delta Basin Plan, 1995) contains salinity requirements for: (1) San Joaquin River
at Airport Way Bridge, Vernalis; (2) Old River near Middle River; and (3) Old River at Tracy
Road Bridge. The EC water quality objective at these three locations is 700 mmhos/cm
(approximately equivalent to 110 mg/L, 150 mg/L, and 110 mg/L TDS, respectively, based on
relevant DWR site-specific conversion factors). For comparison, the incremental maximum
monthly contribution to EC from the Delta Disposal Alternatives at Clifton Court Forebay (the
modeled station nearest to the three interior South Delta locations) was calculated to be 13.6
mg/L (or ppm; see Table 5.2-7 on page 5-69 of the Draft EIS).

L-10-7

Appendix D4 provides additional modeling information on the effects of removal of the
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the San Joaquin River. It should be noted that removal
of the discharge was assumed for both the action and No Action alternatives because the Use
Agreement for the Grassland Bypass Project to convey water to the San Joaquin River via the
San Luis Drain will expire in 2009. The modeling indicates that removal of the Bypass discharge
from the San Joaquin River is a benefit to water quality in the river.

L-10-8

The Draft EIS employed a groundwater-flow model originally developed by the USGS to
quantitatively examine the interaction between upslope and downslope groundwater.
Specifically, the model simulates the horizontal exchange of groundwater between neighboring
CVP service areas and groundwater flow from the western to the eastern San Joaquin Valley.
Although simulated fluxes between districts are not explicitly reported, the simulated impacts
considered (i.e., water levels, area affected by shallow groundwater, and bare-soil evaporation
rates) are the net consequence of these vertical and horizontal flows.

The groundwater-flow model was used to analyze how shifts in applied water and land use,
including retirement of different lands within the drainage-impaired area, potentially affect
groundwater levels and flow in the drainage study area.

The model does not explicitly represent the San Joaquin River, and potential changes in river
gains (accretions) or losses and associated changes in salt loads were not considered. However,
available data indicate that the San Joaquin River adjacent to and downgradient of land
retirement areas generally loses water to the subsurface (from Mendota Pool to Sack Dam).
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Therefore, management practices such as land retirement in Westlands reduce subsurface flows
to the east, and should not affect San Joaquin River gains.

From a project-wide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical direction than the
horizontal direction, and groundwater level and quality impacts occur primarily under the
irrigated fields. The Draft EIS showed that water table and salinity conditions are improved by
the capture and control of subsurface drainage, which presumably would represent a benefit to
the San Joaquin River.

L-10-9

Table 5.1-14 has been corrected in the Final EIS to indicate that EC is a high-priority constituent
for the San Joaquin River.

L-10-10

The comment states that the assumption that certain TMDLSs are instituted and effective in the
modeling of San Joaquin River conditions may not be correct. The assumption is based on
compliance with applicable laws and with Waste Discharge Requirements for the Grassland
Bypass Project. See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the baseline conditions considered for
the San Joaquin River.

L-10-11

The reviewer noted that the Draft EIS should examine various scenarios that do not assume
improved San Joaquin water quality due to a cessation of drainage from the Grassland Bypass
Project. The assumption made in the Draft EIS is based on compliance with applicable laws and
with the Waste Discharge Requirements for the Grassland Bypass Project.

L-10-12
See Master Response GEN-6.

L-10-13

The text in Section 5.2.12.4 has been revised to describe the temporary rock barriers in addition
to the proposed Interim South Delta Program.

L-10-14
Comment noted, although this is not the subject of this EIS.

L-10-15

The conclusion presented in the Draft EIS regarding salinity increases beneath the reuse facilities
being relatively small and reversible was based on the following:

e From a project-wide perspective, the reuse facilities are relatively small in area. Between
7,500 and 19,000 acres of reuse facilities are needed to accommodate the expected drainage
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volume for the different alternatives considered. The reuse facility area corresponds to only 2
to 5 percent of the total drainage-impaired area and only 1 to 3 percent of the drainage study
area.

e The reuse areas are assumed to have subsurface tile drains. These drainage systems will be
designed to collect percolating reuse water and, therefore, can prevent downslope migration
of water and dissolved constituents.

e Groundwater quality beneath the reuse areas is expected to gradually decline during long-
term use, which is typical for all aquifers underlying irrigated land. In the future, salt-affected
soils and groundwater can be reclaimed by applying relatively high-quality irrigation water
and removing the leached salts and saline groundwater with the planned drainage systems.

L-10-16
Comment noted. No response necessary.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-28



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

COMMENT L-11. CENTRAL DELTA WATER AGENCY, DANTE JOHN NOMELLINI
B " DIRECIOHS
Georga Blag), Jr.
Audy Mussi
Edward Zuckerman
COUNSEL
Dants Jofin Narmeifin
. Darta John Nomelling, Jr.
CENTRAL DELTA WATER AGENCY Thomas M. 2Zuckerman
235 East Weber Avenue « P.O. Box 1461 » Stockton, CA 95201
Phone 209/465-5883 » Fax 209/4E65-3556
August 1, 2005
Via Facsimile (916) 978-5094
Ms. Claire Jacquemin
RBureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825
Re: - DEIS - San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation
Drear Ladiss and Gentlemen:
The following constitute our comments on the above-referenced DEIS.
Inadequate Baseline and Project 086
L11-1 Both the no-action altemnative and existing condition ignore the tremendous darmage and

degradation to surface water, groundwater and land resources frorn the failure to provide an
adequate drainage solution 11 a timely fashion. The San Luis Act was passcd 1o 1960. The
project purpose does not address the need for restoration. -

Inadequate Analysis of Impacts From Reuse and Recyeling Common Elements

The DEIS at §-25 references the impact to groundwater including horizontal mavement
of as much as 500 ft/year or about 20,000 feet in 44 years in the upper 30 feet of saturated zone
for evaporation basins. At page 6-11 seepage to the San Joaquin River is cited as a groundwater
discharge. At pages 6-31, 6-34, 6-36 and 6-37 it is recognized that:

L-11-2 “Beneath the reuse fasilities, where undiluted drainwater is applied
directly to crops, the expected salinity increase is more dramatic. For example,
salinity calculations for fields within the GDA indicated that imigation with
undiluted drajinwater caused groundwater salinity to increase by more than 40
percent. Although these salinity increases represent significant adverse effects,
they are limited to relanively small areas and are not irreversible. Affected soils
could'be reclaimed and saline shallow groundwater removed if an afternative
means of salt disposal becomes available.”
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Ms. Claire Jacquemin
Bureau of Reclarnation 2 August 1, 2005

The potential mmpact of such increased salinity from reuse and even recycling to the San
Joaquin River is not analyzed. Although the DEIS admits that the salinity increases from the
reus¢ represent significant adverse impacts, no analysis and no mitigation is provided.

Mitigation is outlined for the evaporation ponds, i.e., liners and seepage collection
systems and 1t would appear that the reuse areas and perhaps even some of the areas where
recycling is significant should be improved with systems to contain and/or intercept the saline
L-1 1;2 water seeping into the San Joaquin River and its ributaries.
cont.

Storage of salts in the soils and groundwater by way of the recycling and the reuse areas is
a common feature of all alternatives. The areas of plarmed recycling and the reuse areas are
being used simply as additional waste disposal areas and should be addressed with the same care
as the evaporation pond areas. Water transfers which are being encouraged and facilitated by the
Bureau will result in less water for dilution and higher salinities in both the soils and
groundwater in the areas of concern. ’

The Delta—CHigps Island Disposal and the Delta-Carquinez Strait Disposal Alternatives Present a
Substantial Unjustified Risk to the Bavironment and Particularly the Fish.

L-11-3 '
The analysis and discussion of possible impacts to the fisheries in the Bay-Delta estuary
does not adequately account for the failure to understand and mitigate the already occurring

damage to Sturgeon, Striped Bass, Salmon, Smelt and Steelhead.

The Dela-Chipps Island Disposal Altemative Degrades Detta Water Quality.

The DEIS improperly concludes that increased salinity in the southern and western Delta
which does not violate water quality standards is not a significant adverse impact, Such a
conclusion ignores the adverse impacts relative to rense and recycling; drinking water and
L-11-4 | industnal water treatment; and soil salinity build-up. Such degradation will even work against
the purpose of the proposed project.  The California Water Plan Update - Bulletin 160-93 cited
as the cost for reduced water quality a generally recognized value of $0.80 per acre foot per
milligram per liter. Today’s value is rmuch higher.

The resulting tmpact is clearly significant even without recognition of the
“nondegradation policy” of the State.

Yours very traly,

S

D JOHN NOMELLINI
Mzmager and Co-Coimsel
DIN:ju

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-11

L-11-1

The No Action Alternative and existing conditions discussions are adequate for the evaluation of
project-related environmental impacts. The purpose of the project is to provide drainage service,
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as required in the authorization of the San Luis Unit. One objective is to avoid adverse
environmental effects of the project; however, restoration is not a specific project objective.

L-11-2

The Draft EIS employed a groundwater-flow model originally developed by the USGS to
quantitatively examine how shifts in applied water and land use (including reuse and recycling
common elements) potentially affect groundwater levels and flow in the drainage study area.
However, the model does not explicitly represent the San Joaquin River, and potential changes in
river gains, losses, and associated salt loads were not considered. Given the location of the reuse
facilities relative to gaining reaches of the San Joaquin River and plans to employ subsurface tile
drainage systems to manage and control shallow groundwater levels and salinity, adverse
impacts on the San Joaquin River are not anticipated. From a project-wide perspective, much
more water moves in the vertical direction than horizontally, and groundwater level and quality
impacts are anticipated to occur primarily under the irrigated fields within the reuse facility.

The reuse facilities are managed operations and are assumed to include subsurface tile drains.
These drainage systems will be designed to collect percolating reuse water to prevent rising
water levels and downslope migration of water and dissolved constituents. As the plants grown
transpire the applied drainwater, the total volume of drainwater is reduced.

From a project-wide perspective, the reuse facilities are relatively small in area, and salt-affected
soils and groundwater can later be reclaimed by applying relatively high quality irrigation water
and utilizing the drainage systems to remove the leachate.

L-11-3

A number of factors unrelated to the SLDFR affect populations of sturgeon, striped bass, salmon,
smelt, and steelhead in the Bay-Delta, and considerable uncertainty exists regarding the effects
of various factors. The objective of the EIS is to evaluate potential impacts of the alternatives
considered, and this evaluation is presented in Sections 7 and 8. The EIS does not serve to
substantiate whether or not risks are justified, but instead presents the effects of various
alternatives to assist Reclamation in meeting their court order to provide drainage service and a
basis in which their management can decide how best to meet their Federal mandate.

L-11-4

Water quality impacts from the Delta Disposal Alternatives are discussed in Section 5 and
Master Response SW-1. The cost for reduced water quality provided in the comment has been
considered in the mitigation cost analysis in the Final EIS.
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COMMENT L-12. SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT, MEL LYTLE

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

FLOOD CONTROL & WATER iaEer e e RO wORES
CONSERVATION DISTRICT RO nOMTRG. FRGINEFE

TELEPHTMID LoO9 ABR 300G
Fa¥  mD [Pl ARH FHEH

uuuuuu

August 1, 2005 s

Ms . Claire Jacquemin R
United States Bureau of Reclamation i
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700 — 7 a(
Sacramento, California 95825 ““_'——i‘;" ’

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY FOR
SAN LUIS DRAINAGE FEATURE RE-EVALUATION

Dear Ms. Jacguemin:

This letter is in response to your request for Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Study (E1S) Reteased for San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation.

Since the United States Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) compieted the Friant Dam in
the late 1940’s, nearly 90 percent of the San Joaguin River's natural flow has been
diverted away from San Joaguin County. Consequently, long reaches of the river are
now dry in ail but the wettest of years; a once thriving salmon fishery is now extinct, and
concentrated salt drainage fiows intc the river each year due to the lack of an adequate
agricultural drainage program and the incompletion of the San Luis Drain. The County's
water supplies and guality have been critically impacted.

One of the cornerstones of the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisor's (Board) water
policies has been the protection of Delta and restoration of the San Joaguin River. In
order to address these problems, the Board has adopted abjectives included within the
1999 Strategic Plan to Meet Water Needs, the Countywide Water Management Plan
adopted in 2002 and other detailed resolutions, which state that San Joaguin River
flows and quality should be restored to address the acute water resource problems of
the South and Central Delta; the lack of sufficient flow in the City of Stockton Deep
Water Ship Channe!l; and the continued overdraft of the Eastern San Joagquin
Groundwater Basin.

In addition, Central Valley Project {CVP) operations have resulted in drainage to the
San Joaquin River of hundreds of thousands of tons of concentrated salt each year from
the farmlands and wetlands in the CVP's Westside service area. The Bureau has used
water from New Meicnes Reservoir to dilute this salt load to meet the burden imposed
on the CVP by the State Water Resources Controt Board The actual amount of water
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Claire Jacquemin -
COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR STUDY _
SAN LUIS DRAINAGE FEATURE RE-EVALUATION

required to meet the salinity standard can be as much g3 200,000 acre-fest in some
years, which increases the burden on the New Meiones Reservoir to dilute drainage
from the CVP Westside service area 1o comply with the Vernalls Water guality and Flow
Standards.

Subsequently, the Board has sdopted several actions concerming the restoration of the
San Joaguin River and the completion of the San Luis Drain including:
1. San Joagquin County supports the earliest possible planning and censtruction of a
San Joaquin Valley out-of-basin drainage system;

2. High-salinity drainage water from lands in the CVP Westside service area,
Grassiands, and wildlife refuges should not be permitted to flow into the '
San Joaguin River, nor should that drainage be impoundéd within the Valley:

L-12-1| 3. San Joaguin County strongly discourages consideration of a drainage route which
discharges the drainage waters into San Francisco Bay, Monterey Bay, or into the -
Sacramento/San Joaguin Bay-Delta Estuary system, and;

4. San Joaquin County strongly supports the Bureau’s consideration of a drainage
route which, after concentration and treatment, discharges the drainage water inio
the Pacific Ocean (Ocean Outfall Alternative) at a point sufficiently off-shore to easily
assimilate the drainage water info the ocean waters.

tn the San Luis Drainage Festure Re-vaiuaucn Diraft EIS, the Bureau expeacts to seiect
one of the in-Valley Alternatives based on fiexibility of implementation and the greatest
net economic banefit {o the nation. However, on review of this aliernative, great
concern regarding the thought process, analytical protocol, and the quality assurance/
quality conirol of foundational pilot testing was questioned.

A key feature of the In-Valley Allernatives will be the selenium {Se} biotreatment
process. Selenium; a natural element that exists in the parent materiats and soils within
the project area, is of great concem due possible impacts of Se hioaccurmulation in fish
and wildlife. The ability and effectiveness of Se removal from drainage water prior to
releasa into impoundment faciliies will be vital. The ineffectiveness of treatment could
expese uniold thousands of migrating waterfowl and shorebirds 1o Se contamination, as
L-12-2 | was the weli known condition at the Kesterson Wildiife Refuge.

According o information contained in the Draft EIS Technical Appendix, pilot tests were
used to validaie the Se biotreatmend process. it appears that the pilot studies were not
conducted undera peer-review process, but rather by a company that could stand to
benefit financially from the selection of In-Valiey Alternatives where the Se biotreatment
process was used. I addition, it also appears that the pilot tests were only conducted
at one site (Panoche Water District site) where drainage water from this single site and
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Chaire Jacquemin -3-
COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR STUDY
BAN.LUIS DRAINAGE FEATURE RE-EVALUATION

not concentrated reject stream from a reverse osmosis facility was used. On further
review of the pilot fests, it was also found that the experimental design of the pilot
testing was extremely limited and included only four large tanks in sequence. To
increase the questionable nature of the pilot testing process, testing procedures were
altered during the testing phase where the first tank was taken off-ine in the middie of
the test. The entire pitot testing process appears 10 lack sufficient quality control and
guality assurance that would be required to validate the Se removal process. In
addition, there is lithe mention as to the nature of the innoculate or process used, its
effectiveness in other areas outside of the Central Valiey, the speciation of
bicaccumulated Sg in the pilot tests, or its fate.

L-1 2_“2 Conseguently, it is of great concern that a key process that is fundamental fo the
Cont. | in.valley Alternatives was proven during piiot tests that:

« Lacked adequate peerreview and experimental design
» Sufficient experimental replication and quality assurance, and
» ‘No independent validation or documentation of the Se-ramoval procass.
Without thorough review and development, any data or information concerning the
selenium biotreatment process is woeflilly suspact. Should you have any questions or
|_comments, Qi?ase contact me at (208) 468-3088.
Sincere!f? L
i y [

R [ 3
MEL LYTLE} Ph.D.

Weater Resource Coordinalior

E;M'E.:THM:n_e
ey DesAnne Gillick, Neumitier and Beardsiee
T.R. Flinn, Director of Public Works
Tom Gau, Deputy Director/Development Services
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-12

L-12-1
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-12-2
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.
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COMMENT L-13. SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,

SHIRLEY BIANCHI

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

— e
i COUNTY GUAERNMENT CHNTER, Qo 370 0 SAN LFT5 ORISPO. JALIFGKNEL Fidin rii « 515
s -
} B
v 1
i
‘ \ e 182005 i
, S e SHIRLEY RIANCHI
_:__L,mﬂﬁ ERVISOR DISTRICT 1o
! :
August 152005
Ms. Cluire Jacquemin
¥ Burcau ot Reclamation
! 2800 Caottage Way, MP 700
Sacramento, CA 93825
Subject: Draft Preliminary Comnents on the SL Drain Feature Draft EIS tor Ocean
; Disposul Alternarive
We would like 1o take this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. The Dratl EIS [sils o
consider the environmental impacts of the proposed Ocean Disposal atterative adequately.
i There are many foreseeable direct, indirect and cumulative nmpacts on the marire and rerrestrial
environment that are not addressed.
The proposed outfall is located in a highly sensitive coastal resource arca. The following
cnvironmental impacts should be considered:
[~ Walter “etfluent” contains heavy metals {e.g.. chromium. etc.). nitrates/phosphates und
L-13-1 pesticides - no technical analvsis on Impacts to seawaler/manne [ife;
L-13-2 P ot R . : : : . .
. Bicaccumulation of selenjum and other discharge contaminants in the marine ecosystem:
L-13-3]- Stimulation of localized algal blooms including blooms woxic to murine muammals and
humans at the discharge site:
. Nu bathyvmetric analvsis of ocean current dynamics (i.e.. “closed ocean current cell” may
L-13-4 not allew quick dispersion within Estero Bay. but rather concentrate pollutants near
share):
L-13-5]- Putential introduction of invasive specics into the marine environment;
L-13-6]- Potential impacts to glant kelp photesynthesis and wxicity (0 marine microorganisms and
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L-13-7

L-13-8

L-13-9

L-13-10

L-13-11

L-13-12

L-13-13
L-13-14

L-13-15

L-13-16

L-13-17

L-13-18

plankton;

The Draft EIS does not adequatety address the economic impact of damage 1o the
fisheries that the fishing industry in Morro Bay depends on for its survival. In addition.
the adverse impact to Morro Bay™s tourism industry could severely further damage the
community’s standard of living. Also, what are impacts to nearby abalone tarms;

Monterey Martne Sanctuary is proposing to ¢xtend south (below Lstero Pr) which would
result in the proposed outtall area being within the Sanctuary should this aiternative be
approved;

[Lietle or no detail on ongoing maintenance and energy cosis; if included would no longer
he one of the less expensive alternatives. Energy costs continue to dramatically inereasc;

‘There 1s new technoiogical information on selenium removal that may be more cost
effective that has not been addressed/considered in EIS:

Cayucos relies heavily on tourist trade - how will outiall-water impact recreational water
use in area {e.g.. swimming, kayaking, scuba diving, windsurfing, etc.)

Inadequate detail on costs 10 mitigate impacts (archeological resources, sensitive plant
and wildlite species and habitats). Will there be a permanent loss to agriculture within
pipeline casement?

What are costs for leak detection for length of pipe?

Numerous active faults to cross, including San Andreas - how much more are costs to
specially design pipeline to span such fauits or design for eminent failure due to the large
expected quake in the next 20 years?

NEPA also mandates coordination and collaboration among federal and state agencies
prior to making a detailed environmental impact statement. The Ocean disposal
alternative conflicts with many of the policics of the following agencies: NOAA, USEPA.
U.8. Fish and Wildlife. California Coastal Commission, Cal EPA, SWRCRB, RWQCB,
California Department of Fish and Game and even the President’s Council on
Environmentat Quality;

A thorough and complete accounting of the Ocean Disposai Alternative™s very significant
environmental impacts would quickly demonstrate its infeasibility and reflect much
higher true project costs:

The Ocean disposal alternative is in direct contlict with federal and stite statutes,
regulations, and policies regarding coustal and ocean protection. A review of these
protections quickly 1dentifies inadequacics in the Drafl E[S s severe underesumation of
the true time. costs and tack of feasibility associated with the Ocean Disposal alliernative:
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L-13-19

L-13-20

. Generallv just not enough detail about the Qcean Disposal Alternative pipeline route
adequately assess environmental impacts and associated mitigation costs, such as impacts
on ¢ndangered species. wetlands and taults; etc.

We are opposed to the consideration of the Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative in the San Luis

Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Project. This alternative provides absolutely no benefit to the

County of San Luis Obispe and would onlv serve 1o reverse significant gains the county has

made t preserve and protect its pristine naturat envirenment. The preferved alternative should

clearly be one that provides some benefit to the area it affects, this is obviously not the Ocean

Qutfall Alternative.

Thank vou for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

e I L T
v - o

SHIRLEY BEKNCHI
Chairperson, District Two

ce: Ellen Carroll, Envirenmental Coordinator

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-13

L-13-1

See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, and SE-1.

L-13-2

See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1.

L-13-3

See Master Response SW-11 in regard to stimulation of harmful algal blooms from Ocean
Disposal Alternative effluent.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-38



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

L-13-4

As noted in the comment, an extensive three-dimensional analysis of ocean current dynamics
was not conducted as part of the Draft EIS analysis. It was the judgment of the EIS preparers that
this detailed level of analysis would not be warranted unless the Ocean Disposal Alternative is
advanced for further consideration, at which time feasibility level studies would be conducted
(see Master Response GEN-1). However, it is important to note that a substantial quantity of
ocean current data were collected and used in the EIS analysis. Temperature, salinity, and current
velocity data were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the discharge diffusion
analysis (see Section 5.2.2.1). These data indicate that currents in the vicinity of the proposed
outfall location would afford substantial effluent dilution, and that the location would not be a
“closed ocean current cell” that would lead to high localized concentrations as the comment
suggests (see Master Response SW-4). An analysis of available data suggests that “stagnant”
conditions — i.e., conditions under which current speeds are less than 0.02 meters per second —
occur in the vicinity of the diffuser only 1 percent of the time, and for durations of around one
hour (though in some cases up to three hours) (data source: acoustic Doppler current profiler
[ADCP] data at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the years 1997-2002, including
approximately 82,500 data points). This additional analysis bolsters the claim that the diffuser
would not be located in a “closed ocean current cell.” Nevertheless, if the Ocean Disposal
Alternative were to become the preferred alternative in the future, a more detailed analysis of
local ocean currents would be required and conducted.

L-13-5

The physical and biological conditions that exist within the Central Valley are significantly
different from the marine environment at the Ocean Disposal Alternative outfall location.
Reclamation believes there is no potential for exotic invasive species to be introduced from the
agricultural runoff into the marine environment; therefore, this scenario is not discussed in the
EIS.

L-13-6
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, and SW-9.

L-13-7

See Master Response SW-10 regarding the effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on
fisheries, tourism, and abalone farming. Note that the Draft EIS analysis did not indicate a
significant impact to fisheries; therefore, no economic impact would result.

L-13-8

The EIS cannot evaluate policy proposals that have not been adopted. See Master Response
SW-7 in regard to the potential addition of Point Estero to the Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary.
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L-13-9
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

L-13-10

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of Se treatment options and
technologies.

L-13-11
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10.

L-13-12

Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative are presented in
Appendix O.

L-13-13

There would not be a permanent loss to agriculture within the pipeline easement, although trees
and certain crops could be affected. See Master Response ALT-P1.

L-13-14

Leak detection along the length of the pipeline is not planned; rather, leak detection would be
conducted at specific locations. See Master Response SW-15 for further discussion.

L-13-15

While the design of a fault crossing for a pipeline would add to the design cost, design costs are
much less than construction costs. Also, the cost of constructing a fault crossing should be only a
fraction of the overall construction cost.

L-13-16

See Master Response REG-1 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.

L-13-17

See Master Response GEN-1 for a discussion of the level of analysis used to assess
environmental impacts and estimate costs.

L-13-18

See Master Response REG-1 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.
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L-13-19

See Master Response GEN-1 regarding the level of design of the Ocean Disposal Alternative.
Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates are presented in Appendix O.

L-13-20
Comment noted. No response necessary.
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COMMENT L-14, LOS OSOS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, BRUCE BUEL

N, -
PRSP
A

o
"~ oyl /'g.'o’ofaf

August 26,2005

President Ms. Claire Jacquemin 2 ’Q
ELIREPR IR Bureau of Reclamation g
Vice-President 2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Terrerse e i Sacramento. A 95825

Director

SUBJECT: San Luis Drainage Draft £IS

Dear Ms. Jacquemin
The Los Osos Community Services District opposes the Ocean Disposal
|_alternative described in the San [uis Drainage draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) and we believe that the DEIS. as written. is deficient as the
basis upon which the Bureau can select a disposal option. We recognize thar the
San Luis Drainage Unit faces a severe environmental and agricultaral problem
Administrati with water qualiry. Exporting that problem to the pristine coastline of Estero
Se':jfej M"' Point. or to the alrcady beleaguered environment of the Bav-Delta. does not meet
o the stated goals of the project “A long term sustainable salt and waier balance is
Fire Chief needed (0 ensure susiainable agricudture in the Unit and the region™ (Page 1.
' Executive Summary. DEIS). The primary eoal of a sustainable solution should
be 1o reduce or eliminate the preduction of contaminated water. and where that is
not feasible 1o treat the polluted materials. In other words. this problem needs to
be addressed at its source.

The Ocean Disposal alternative as described in the EIS involves the least effort 1o

* reduce the production of polluted water and weat polluted water. Specifically it
docs not include the selenium reduction citorts vutlined tor the Delta alternatives.
nor the reverse esmosis treatment associated with the In-Valley alternatives.
Instead st would aliow unsustainable practices to continue in the Drainage Unit.
muximizing the unpgoing production of toxic drainwater. at the expense of our
pubhic trust resources.

Following are concerns and questions that LOCSD reguests be addressed in the

fnal KIR:

e | Both Morro Bay and San Francisco Bay are part of the US EPA’s National
e L-14-4 Fstuary Program iNEPL The NIFP stamus of Morrs Bay and Sun Francisco Bay

S shotthd be referenced Inthe deserintion of these areas.
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e The discussion of the ongoing impacts of mem dispoesal and Delta disposal is inadequate.
Prilution is assumed o eliminate any far field impacts 10 ceean water guality (DEIS
Section 3285 and Appendix D 2.2) vet only Se. Bromide. TOC. TDS. and Temp scem
to be considered in this brief dismissal of the dssue. The list of constituents in the drain
sater (Appendix C. Table C2-8) includes many other poltutants of coneern ai very high
concentrations. many of which are known o biv-aceumulate. ine luding mereury,
chromium. copper. and nickel. und others of which (nitrate. ammonia) are likelv 1o result

L-14-5 in significant algal blooms that could create persistent hypoxic eonditions that are toxic to

nuarine life. Phosphute andior orthophosphate concentrations are noticeably absent from

Table €2-8. Orthophosphate fevels are likely o be high in the effluent. and should be

considered in a discussion of the potential for algal hlomm and resultant hypoxia.

Fhe finai BIS shoudd include detailed analy ses of the potential for water quality.

binaccumulation. and toxicity impacts associated with the full suite of analvtes

reasomably expecied to be present in the efffuent. including at a mintmum, all constituents
listed in Table ('2-8 as well as orthophosphate. herbivides. und pesticides (see next point).

e There is no discussion of the identitics or concemtrations of the numerous pesticides and
hurbicides certain to be present in the discharge water. This is a series Taw in the DEIS
across all the alternatives it is impossible to adequately examine the tmpacts of any of’

L-14-6 the alternatives to bivlogical resources. surface water quality. ocean waler quality. and

ground water quality withowt this information. including a discussion of the current

seientific understanding of the potential for interactions among and between the many
pesticide and herbicide assoctated chemicals fikely to present. their toxicity. and potential
for bio-accumulation..

Insummary. LOCSI belicves that the draft TIR fails 0 adequately consider the impacts of
ocean or Bay-Dela disposal. Thank vou for vour consideration of these comments. We Took
forward 10 sceing them addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report

K € Buch. General Manager
{

Co [LOCSD Bourd ot Directors
I'he Hororable Shirley Bianchi. SLO Counts Board of Supervisors
'H s Honorable Lots Capps
Tie Honorable Barbara Boxer
Tm Honorable Dianne Feinstein
J w Berman, VBN l-”
Frank Honeveuw, SLO County Public Works
Roger Briggs. Central Coast Regional Water Qualite Control ’3(7zzfd, SEO
Stese Monowitz, Calitornia Coastal Commission. Santa (g
Crerakd 13 Rovbins, Burcau of Reclamation. Sacramento

~

File
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-14

L-14-1
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-14-2

Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1.

L-14-3

The EIS evaluates a range of alternatives, including In-Valley Alternatives. See Master Response
ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control of drainwater.

L-14-4

Sections 5.1.3 and 5.1.4 of the Final EIS has been modified to state that San Francisco Bay and
Morro Bay are part of the National Estuary Program.

L-14-5
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10.

L-14-6

More detailed information about pesticides and herbicides in discharge water has been included
in Section 5 of the Final EIS. See Master Responses SW-3 and SW-13 in regard to water quality
impacts. For additional discussion of impacts to biological resources, see Master Responses SW-
8, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-12.
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COMMENT L-15. SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY FARM BUREAU, TOM IKEDA

L-16-1

L-15-2

L-16-3

L-154

L-15-5

Sav Luts Oispo COUNTY FARM BUREAL

631 TANK ¥ARM ROAD » SAN LUIS QO215PO, CA 9349t - ; _’T'""
PHONE 18038 3353-364 » FaX (3031 F23-3807 & www siodar smbereau. arg

o {
August 23, 2005 NP ) [.‘24. !‘8:30
Ms. Clare Jagquemin -
Bureau of Reclamation - e
2800 Cortage Way, MP-700 : REN
Sacramento, CA 95825

e
Dear Ms. Jacquemnin: . - "7'7‘}_/

The San {.uis Obispo County Farm Bureau Board of Directors on our August Board of Directors meeting,
voted unanimously to oppose the Ocean Disposal Alternative for Selepium from the San Luis Drainage as

roposed in the Draft Environmental Impact Swtatement. The San Luis Obiéspo County Farm Bureau represents
aver 1,000 farmers and ranchers in San Luis Obispo County,

We strongly oppose the wansport of water with Selerium and other constituenis from the San Luis Drainage
through San Luis Obispo County for discharge into the Pacific Ocean. Although the Draft EIS briefly
mentions the agricuttural use of herbicides/pesticides and fertilizers, the fact that the 21,000 AF of water 10 be
discharged at Estero Point will be untreated (section 7 Bio 7-73) means that more than fust Selentum will be
refeased into the ocean at the discharge point.. Local agriculturalisis have serious concerns about the dumping
of these poilutants into the Pacific Ocean off our Central Coast Watersheds because regulations are holding
our local irrigated agriculturalists to a very high water discharge standard (see remarks 11 and 12).

Below, vou will find fourteen poinis that address inadequacies and inaccuracies in the Drait EIS. The poinis
are:

[The Draft EIS has ot adequately addressed the earth movement of this area: The propesed pipeline

route trom Highway 101 to Point Estero has serious siability issues that are not resobved in the Draft

| Environmental impact Statement (EIS). As an example of the inadequacy of the Drafi EIS, the document

erroneously states that it is “unlikely that any of these faults (referring to the smaller fauits along the
potential route) could cause a major disruption of this route™
i. Those issues include:
a. This is a highly active seismic area. This route has, over the last 4 vears experienced hundreds
of 1.5 up to a 6.5 earthquakes. These quakes create deep crevasses, cracks and slips that
regularly separate and break pipelines. {The USGS map for the period 8/15/05 to 8/21/05
shows 7 earthquakes the smallest 1.4 and the largest 3.1. Seven quakes in seven days)
b. Besides sarthquakes, this area is well known to have land slips and slides. One of the Jargest
'andslides in California is on Villa Creek and is over 8 miles long. The slides n this area are
numerous and range from shallow (only inches deep) to slides that are over 15 feet deep.
Landslides and slips can be seen all along the steep hills of this area.
The EIS has not considered the hazard to the proposed tunnels being lined with concrete.,
Because of the sarth movement. concreate will quickly be subject to fracturing and failure.

o

2. The Draft EIS has not adequately addressed the issue of pipe leaks and breaks or the
comsequences: The pipe. upon entering the Cotiomail Creek watershed crosses above the Whale
Rock Reservoir which is the source of water to both Cayacos and portions ot San Luis Obispo
Communities. The £18 has not addressed:

1. How to prevent breaks in the pipeline;
b, The impact and :mitigation to the pubhic water supply rom 2 leak or break: T

D R S
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L-15-5 ¢. How to detect leaks in the pipeline or tunnels or
cont. d. How to mitigate/clean-up the lands impacted by the leaks.
3. The Draft EIS has not adequately addressed the cost of the ocean disposal alternative: There are

many costs that have not been found in the EIS such as:
L-15-6 a. The additional cost of constructing the pipeline in this steep, hilly, remote area;
o """b. The cost of the maintenance of the pipelne in this remote and seismically active area or
¢. The reimbursement of landowners for the losses from the construction, impacts of pipeline
leaks and breaks with the contamination of the soil.

P

‘The Bureau of Reclamation in the planning of the ocean disposal alternative does not appear to
L-15-7 have adequately consuited with local agencies or local landowners. Because of the lack of
communication with the local agencies and landowners, the Bureau is inadequately informed as to the
many issnes relating to the construction and maintenance of the ocean disposai pipeline.

L

The Drafi EXS, on page 2-71, states that the “conveyance bas the potential for other drainage
L-15-8 producers to utilize the convevance and disposal facilities”. The EIS does aot address who or what
this other uses might inciude or exclude or the consequences of the other uses.

a1

The Draft EIS states that Estero Point was selected becanse it is located outside of the Monterey
Bay Nationai Marine Sancturay. If the materials that are to be transported by the pipeline are not
hazardous to people and nataral resources than locating the pipeline within the bounidaries: of the
L-15-9 Sanctuary woeld not be & problem. Because of the specific reference te-net loeating the: dlsc "ange

within the Sanctuary boundaries, than it is apparent that: the matesials are hazasdous, by i
and constituency. This is born out in the Draft EIS when, in section 08:8-75; acknowlg
reproductive impairment, embryonie deformities, sublethal reductions. mﬁealthzan aﬂ'mr'
consequences resuit from selenimum ¢oncentrations,

o~

The Draft EIS does not adeguately evaluate the constithends-tieat: w:l!:bemu@m
L-15-10 aloug with the selenium. Because the water from: the: San: Foaquin wilt camy i
because the effluent will not be treated as in other alternatives; there will e’ o

in statemnent & ir the water. The Drafl EIS has net considered:these issues.andhow to- rmfzgafz

=1

Disenssions with ihe Barcan engineers indicated a tremexdons range in the diameter of the
pipeds) trapsporting the selemivm. This is a0t adequately addressed in the Draft EIS. With the
L-15-11 pipe ranging from 42 inches to 10 inches, there is not adequate discussion of the pressure(s) within the
pipe af varous places, how the pressure will be equalized (pressure dissipaters) or how the pipe will
tolerate the higher pressers {as i the State Water metal pipelines, donble welds at the joinis). As this
is FYC pipe how will the pressure issues be resolved?

=1

The different seleninm disposal alternatives have oot been egaally anafyzed in the Draft EIS as
L-15-12 required throsugh NEPA, The Draft BIS has not adequately described the alignmeat, costs,
srvironmental impacts and other ssues related to the ocean disposal alternative. If this alternative is
not elimirated, then the whole NEPA process must be reopened wiil a complete and adequate H1S
L-15-13 fuslly addressing the ocean disposal issues. This much then be re-circulated to the public for review
and comumient.

0. The Draft £18 review of the surface water resources iy insccorste. The report in the Draft EIS

reiating lo the tnajor creeks that drain into the greaier Cstero Bay enoneously siates that the “crecks
L-15-14 Tow only Juring and shordy aftor the miny seasen” A number of the creeks flow vear-round, such as
Yilla Creek, Qld Creek and Chorro Creek, and support steellread fish.
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L-15-15

L-15-16

L-15-17

L-15-18

L-15-19

L-15-20

1. The EIS does not adequately address the impacis fo coastal water from the ocean discharge.
Under surface water resources staie that the Estero Bay water quality is good, with beach water quality
data showing a score of A and A+. Additionally, the EIS accurately states that Estero Point
(watershed is Vilta Creek) is not on a 303(d) list or scheduied for a TMDIL.. The EIS does not
adequately address the impacts to the Estero Bay water quality and the water quality of the watersheds
when the pipeline empties into the ocean or if there is 2 leak or break m the line. There is no

" "Consideraticn of the mpacts that contaminated water resources will have on the focal agricutturalists
who are being held to a very high water discharge quality through the Central Coast Conditional
Waiver. (see more in talking point 12).

12. The EIS erronecusly states in Section 5 that construction effects “on sarface water resources are
not significant™, The Ceniral Coast irigated agricufturalists through the Centra! Coast Conditional
Waiver are required to meet a high standard for water quality discharges. A major part of the waiver
is monitoring and reduction of sediment. Although the Draft EIS acknowledges that “construction
effects could include increases in sediment” there is no consideration of the impacts this will have on
the local agriculturalists and the restriction on the amount of sediment that can be discharged into the
watersheds.

13. The EIS biologicat resources evaluation is incomplete apd inaccurate: Because the EIS states that
“Reclamation routinely requires appropriate construction procedures and site managesent, and
operating conirols” the introduction of noxious weed infestations and spread of noxious weeds would
“nox be significant”. There is a.serions lack of delineation of how: noxteus. weed introduction: or spread
would be prevented, as loeal landowners carrently have to-protect their lavd: &omth&spreadfof such
noxious weeds as yellow star thistle and distaf¥ thistle or Phyiloxera.and Plerce)s/Biscase:
grape diseases) all of which are easily carried op vehicles and equipment such:as; wnuitiﬂbefused-tm the
construction of ihe pipeiine. A simple statement that the impact weuld not b s]gmﬁe:mtmnet
sufficient.

14. The map, Figure 5. 1-8is seriously out of dxle. The map-shows Santa Rosa Creck Road-as'Higliway
46, yet Highway 46 has been a completed:liighway since 1972, Wibis is a:n-example oftﬂeascuracy
of the E1S, then. the conclusions fons the study -ares highly goestionable.

There are additional issues related to the ocegan discharge, such as the cold water current ( closed oceamn current
cell) off the shore which causes eircling of the waters and in the Estero Bay are and will catse the polluiants o
concentrate nezar shore as opposed to dissipating, and 1 is hoped that other commentors will address these
offshore issues.

Please consider the above issues seriousiy and eliminate the ocean discharge at Estero Point alternative from
the Bureau’s project and proceed witht one of the in-vailey aliernatives.

Sincerely,

TOM IKEDA
President

cc: Gerald D. Robbins, Bereau of Reclamation
Sammie Cervantes, Burean of Reclamnation
San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
Assemblyman Sam Blakesiee
Congresswoman [ois Capps
Congressman Bill Thomas

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-15

L-15-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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L-15-2

Potential types of earth movement along the proposed Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline route
include seismic ground shaking, surface fault displacement, liquefaction, and mass wasting. Each
of these factors could pose a significant effect if untreated. With mitigation and design to current
construction codes and state of the practice, effects would be negligible. These effects and
potential mitigation measures are discussed in Section 9 (see Section 9.2.8 for a specific
discussion of the Ocean Disposal Alternative). Master Responses GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3
provide additional information on seismic hazards in the project vicinity, surface disruption, and
mitigation, respectively.

L-15-3

The “smaller faults” referred to in Section 9.2.8 are those that have had no late Quaternary
movement (see Master Response GEO-1). Section 9 and Appendix H have been updated to
include discussion of the December 2003 San Simeon earthquake. Appendix H provides a

summary of significant faults in the region.

L-15-4

Tunnels lined with concrete hold up well when subjected to seismic loadings. Unlike
aboveground structures that have inertia and resonant frequencies, tunnels move with the ground.
Problems can occur if a tunnel passes through an active fault. In that case, an internal flexible
pipe can be used inside the tunnel to prevent breaches.

L-15-5
See Master Response SW-15.

L-15-6

The estimated costs were based on appraisal-level engineering design quantities and pay item
descriptions. The estimates are approximate and are based on incomplete specifications and
rough general design criteria. The appraisal-level estimates are intended to be used for the
purpose of determining whether more detailed investigations of the proposed project are
economically justified. These appraisal costs are not intended to be used as a basis for requesting
project authorization or obtaining funding.

The appraisal estimate included the costs of construction in somewhat “steep, hilly, remote”
areas along the proposed alignment. Most Reclamation pipelines are constructed in what could
be considered remote areas. Topographic maps of the proposed San Luis Drain alignment were
studied and the alignment was discussed with Reclamation engineers who performed field
observations and reconnaissance along the proposed alignment. A relatively small percentage of
the pipeline will be constructed along steep, hilly areas, while the majority of the pipeline is
proposed to be constructed along gently rolling terrain.

Maintenance costs for the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline were included in the cost
estimate. Landowners would be reimbursed for construction right-of-way through compensation
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in accordance with established Reclamation policies and practices. Pipeline spills and breaks are
not considered reasonably foreseeable circumstances (see Master Response GEN-3).

L-15-7

Sections 21.1 and 21.2 discuss meetings Reclamation held with local agencies and landowners
starting in October 2001 to discuss the scoping and development of this EIS. Appendix P1
describes the public hearings held on the Draft EIS. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were
selected for implementation, additional coordination would be conducted.

L-15-8

No additional users have been identified. Additional users would require supplemental
environmental documentation.

L-15-9

Effluent discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative is not anticipated to be hazardous. See
Master Response SW-13 for additional discussion.

L-15-10

Section 5.2.8 of the Final EIS has been revised to include additional details about constituents in
drainwater discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Also see Master Response SW-13.

L-15-11
See Master Responses GEN-1, SW-15, and ALT-P3.

L-15-12
The alternatives have been treated equally within the requirements of NEPA.

L-15-13

As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for
assessment of environmental effects. The Draft EIS would only be revised and recirculated if
there was a substantial change to a proposed action or significant new circumstances or
information. Since no change is proposed and no new information has been provided, a revised
Draft EIS is not appropriate at this time.

L-15-14

The Final EIS has been revised to indicate that some of the creeks in greater Estero Bay flow
year-round and not just in response to precipitation.
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L-15-15

Impacts to coastal waters from the Ocean Disposal Alternative effluent and pipeline operation
are discussed in Master Responses SW-9, SW-13, SW-8, SE-1, GEN-3, and SW-15.

L-15-16

The Ocean Disposal Alternative is not expected to result in water quality impacts to local
agriculturalists, as discussed in Master Response AG-1. See Master Responses SW-4 and SW-13
for additional discussion of water resources under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

L-15-17

Generally, contractors installing a pipeline are responsible for controlling runoff from their
construction areas. If sediment-laden runoff were to enter an agriculturalist’s monitoring area, it
would be the contractor’s responsibility to contain it. The agriculturalist should note such run-on
in his or her visual monitoring reports.

Additional information on sediment control and erosion control has been added to Sections
5.2.8.1 and 5.2.9.1 of the Final EIS.

L-15-18

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility
and final design studies would be conducted to provide more detailed information about noxious
weed management and other issues if appropriate. As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the
Draft EIS was prepared at the appraisal level of design, which means that the final route and
exact location of the pipeline would not be determined unless the Ocean Disposal Alternative
were advanced for further consideration. The Draft EIS provided adequate information on the
environmental impacts of the project to facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative.

L-15-19

Figure 5.1-8 has been modified to include the source of the base map. Reclamation believes that
the map is adequate for purposes of illustrating the locations of offshore outfalls in Estero Bay.

L-15-20

The evidentiary basis of this comment is unclear. The substantial data gathering task undertaken
as part of the EIS analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative did not yield any evidence that the
diffuser would be located in a “closed ocean cell.” While an extensive 3-dimensional analysis of
ocean current dynamics was not conducted as part of the EIS analysis, it was the judgment of the
EIS preparers that this detailed level of analysis was not warranted (see Master Response GEN-
1). However, as mentioned, a substantial quantity of ocean current data was collected and
utilized in the EIS analysis. Temperature, salinity, and current velocity data (over 200,000 data
points) were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the discharge diffusion analysis (see
Section 5.2.2.1, page 5-52). These data indicated that currents in the vicinity of the proposed
outfall location would afford substantial effluent dilution, and that the location would not be a
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“closed ocean cell” that would lead to high localized concentrations as the comment suggests. It
is important to note that outside of the zone of initial dilution (ZID), effluent concentrations will
not be higher than they are at the edge of the ZID. It is also instructive to note that EIS estimates
suggest that “stagnant” conditions—i.e., conditions under which current speeds are less than 0.02
meter per second—occur in the diffuser vicinity only 1 percent of the time, and for durations of
around 1 hour (though in some cases up to 3 hours). These estimates are based on analysis of
acoustic Doppler current profiler (ADCP) data at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the years
1997-2002. This further analysis bolsters the claim that the diffuser would not be located in a
“closed ocean cell.” If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as the preferred alternative in
the Record of Decision, a more detailed analysis of local ocean currents would be required and
conducted.
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COMMENT L-16. CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, JOHN MANDEVILLE

Augnst 25, 2005 ;{\ ;’0

Ms. Claire Jacquemin

Bureau of Reclamation

2800 Cottage Way o e

MP-700 SRR ;

Sacramento, CA 93825 Sy

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for San Luis Drainage Featare Ee»
Evaluation.

Ms. Jacquemin,

The City of San Luis Obispo appreciates the opportunity to review the Bureau of Reclamation’s
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation.
The Bureau is considering alternatives for providing drainage service to the.San Luis Unit of the
Central Valley Project. The “preliminary” alternatives being considered are Ocean Outfall, Delta
Outfall, Landfili/In-Valley, and Deep Well Injection. The Ocean Qutfall Alternative (O0A)
involves rransporting agricultural wasiewater from the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. to the
Pacific Ocean via a 200-mile pipeline over the Coast Range. Although precise pipeline alignment
and outfall location(s) are not shown, the DEIS indicates this alternarive would: probably discharge -
agricultural wastewater into the ocean at an outfall lecation off Point Estero near the town of
Cayucos in San Luis Obispo County.

We understand the Burean is considering several potential outfall Jocations and pipetine routes, and
that such discharge may or may not be treated to remove salt and sediment loads and other potential
contaminants before it enters the Pacific Ocean. According to the DEIS, coustruction along the
OOA. corridor would temporarily disturb up to 1,940 acres of existing native and natural
terresirial habitats on grazed armual grasslands, alkali desert scrub, coastal scrub, and valtey oak
woodland. This estimate includes permanent removal of up to 56 acres of valley oak woodland.
Other potentially significant adverse impacts identified in the DEIS incinde:

(. Surface disturbances associated with construction and operation of Ocean Disposal Alternative.

2. Facilities could increase introduction of noxiowus weeds and/or the spread of existing noxious weed
infestations.
3. Poential adverse effects to Kit Fox. Swainson's hawk. Giant Kangaroo Rat, and Western Burrowing
Owl from construction of aqueduct und :0 Kit Fox from construction of in-vailey project faciiities and
the ioss o marginal foraging nabuat and established travef corridors.
L. Porennal onstruction disturbances or permanent (0ss uf habitar ar major river crossings, along
JAguedicr. una af the undersea ourail. T
AR
Py y e M’ /}:
—_— NS
b The iy of San Las COISDO 3 commetes fo cuae e cisabied in &t G719 Services, srograms and a,ctxvxties.‘:(; J: - 3,
_&_L‘;- Trigcommuncatons Device 1o e Deyr A0S H1-a10, e’ %C.Ré(‘;
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Bureau of Reclamancn Draft EIRS for San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation

Page 2

5. Construction 2ctevity inor near identified wetlunds could result in the loss of functions and values.
No effecr or net loss of functions and vaiues with appropriate construction.

The Citv of San Luis Obispo has numerous concerns wirh this project and with the DFEIS, as
L-16-1 [Jescribed below. The OOA has the potential to cause significant, adverse impacts to the City and
the region.  Agriculwral wastewatcr is known to be contaminated with Selemum, Boron,
Wolybdenum, and Nitrate, as well as agricuitural pesticide and herbicide residues. Overall, our
Tundamental concern with the DEIS is that it describes putenia) impacts of the OOA broadly, but
L-16-2]does not adeguately identify and evaluate potential site-specific impacts to errestrial, coastal and
manine habiars and species, petential spills into creeks, aquifers, public water facilities and
watersheds, vernal pools and other tmportant wetlands. Specific City concerns include:

. Adequacy of Evaluation and Comparison of Alternatives. Under NEPA, discussion of
L-16-3]altematives is the heart of the DEIS, and rigarous evaluation and comparison of the altematives are
required. The OO0A is not evaluated in sufficient detall 1o compare 1t 1o the other alternauves in
terms of environmental. economuc and social mstce impacts.  Moreaver, NEPA requires that 4
preferred altemative must be identified if onme exists, and that an environmentally preferable
L-16-4 altemative must be tdentified. The DEIS does not appear to meet these equirements.

2. Pipeline Route in Ocean Ontfall Alternative. It is difficult to determmne the exact route
L-16-5]of the pipeline. Figure 3.1-8 appears to be the best delineation, dut art the scale used it is difficult
1o determine whether the proposed pipeline would run through the City of San Luis- Gbispe’s
Whale Rock Reservoir watershed. It appears that it may, since Table 2.8-2 shows a pipeline
segrment titded “Cottontail pipeline” and Cottomntall Creek flows into the Whale Reock Reservoir.
This arca of potential impact needs to be cvaluated and discussed in the DEIS due to pessible
contarmination of a public waier source during a spill.

L-16-6

p—
-

3. Whale Rock Reservoir. The document discusses Whale Rocx Reservoir on pages 5-25
through 3-26 but incorrectly states thut Whale Rock Reservoir “stores local mnoff and water
imported from Santa Margarita Lake....” This should be corrected, since there is no ability o
move water between the two rcservoirs.

L-16-7

4. Location of Water Treatment Plants. On page 3-66 (“Effects on Drinking Warter
Intakes™}, the information incorrectiy states that the closest water treatment plants are Lopez
Water Treatment Plant and Lompec Water Treatmenr Plant. Actually, the closest watcr
treatment plant is located in Cayucos and the City of SLO and California Men's Colony both
have surface water treatmen: plants nearbv. A desalination drnking water plant is located nearby
in Morro Bay. This information is umporant in 2vajuating potential effects of spills and shouid
be comrected.

L-16-8

3. Natural Hazards. The pipeline corridor to the coast would cross the San Andreas Sault
0 one of “he Nauon s most sewsimcally awnve remons. Among the atermanves, O0A poses the
L-16-9]Zteatest Lkelthood of significant hazards due ¢ curthquakes. landslides. subsidence. sloyc
wstabijily, ~oil expansion and isunam) impacts at the coast. The DEIS provides no miugation for
anpacts related o pipefine rmiure wue "o satucal hazusds,
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Bureau of Reclamation Drart EIRS for San Lans Drairape Feature Re-Evaluation
Page 3

6. Socie-Economic Effects. Tounsm, agricuiture. and fishing/aquacnlture are important
ecorlamic sectors tn San Lais Obspe County. These sectors, closely tied to eavironmental quality
and safery, employ thousands of low-income and living wage workers mn the region. While the
DEIS identifies some of the potential unpacts which could adversely affect these important sectors,
such as increased noxious weeds, potential spills, displacement of wildlife. and temporary end
permanent dispiacement and loss of habitat, NEPA requires that 1t also identify potential effects of
the project o terms of “environmentai jusuice.” The DEIS only discusses environmental justice in
terms of project-related increases In tempotary construction jobs for “zunonty and low-income
employnient.”

L-16-10]

[ 7. Inadeyuate Mitigation. Mitigation is deferred in most cases pending the resulis of the
various snvironmental sutveys required. The DEIS doesn’t offer a “menu of mitigation options”
L-16-11fcommeorniy used to address deferred mutigation (i.e., “if this impact is encountered, then the
following measares would reduce impacts to less than significant...™. Farther study is not
decmed adequate mitigation under NEPA.

8. Overlapping Jurisdiction and Consultation. NEPA mandates coerdination and
collaboration among federal and state agencies prior o making a detailed environmental impact
L-16-12|statement. The OOA conflics with policies of the fellowing agencies: NOAA;, USEPA, -U.S.
Fish and Wildlife, California Coastal Commission. Cal EPA, SWRCB, RWQCRE, California
Department of Fish and Game and even the President’s Council on Envitonmental Quality: Ttis.
L-16-13[aot clear from the DEIS that coordination has taken place. In addition to the local, State.and
L1614 Federal permit processes, the DEIS sheuld address the need for CEQA compliamce: and. loeat
permiits.

Thank you for considering the concems of cimizens of the City of San Luis Obispo. If vou have
questions, please call Jeff [fook, 3enior Planmer ar 781-7176. ihook@slocity.org

Si.m,er lv

hn \f{andcvﬂ]c Birector
Commumty Development

Ciry Council

San Luts Obispo County Board of Supervisors

Regional Water Quality Control 3oard

San Luis Otrspo County Environmental Coordinator’ s Office
Hon, State Senaior Abel Maidonado

Hon. Assembiyman 3am Blakeslee

Hon. Represetitative Lois Capps

Hon. 1.5 Sepator Diane Feinstemn

a
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-16

L-16-1

Reclamation notes the concern expressed in the comment. Impacts of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative and mitigation recommendations are described in the Environmental Consequences
discussions in EIS Sections 5 through 18.

L-16-2

The EIS provides an adequate evaluation and comparison of effects to terrestrial, wetland,
marine, and aquatic species to allow selection of the preferred alternative. See Master Responses
GEN-1 and GEN-3 regarding the level of detail of the Draft EIS and the potential for pipeline
failures, respectively.

L-16-3

The level of analysis is the same for all alternatives. The impacts of the action alternatives are
compared to the No Action Alternative, and the changes from No Action are presented for each
resource.

L-16-4
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative.

L-16-5

The pipeline alignment follows Cottontail Creek, which flows into Whale Rock Reservoir. See
Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the exact location of the pipeline route and Master
Response GEN-3 for a discussion of the potential for pipeline failure.

L-16-6

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, a more detailed
pipeline alignment would be prepared. In the event that a risk to a water supply is identified,
mitigation through pipeline construction and secondary containment could be incorporated. See
Master Response GEN-3 for a discussion of the adequacy of the impact analysis for pipeline
failures.

L-16-7
The sentence identified in the comment has been deleted from Section 5.1.4 of the Final EIS.

L-16-8

Section 5 of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that (1) the closest water treatment plant is
located in Cayucos, (2) the City of San Luis Obispo and the California Men's Colony both have
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surface water treatment plants nearby, and (3) a desalination drinking water plant is located in
Morro Bay.

L-16-9

Section 9 has been revised to include potential design features and mitigation measures to
address fault displacement, landslides, and liquefaction along the Ocean Disposal Alternative
route. If selected, the design of this alternative would emphasize preventing pipeline failure
rather than merely responding to it. See Master Response GEO-3 for additional discussion of
mitigation.

L-16-10

The Ocean Disposal Alternative is not expected to affect tourism, agriculture, or fisheries, as
discussed in Master Responses SW-10 and AG-1.

L-16-11

Section 20 of the Final EIS has been revised to include more specific mitigation measures. The
“menu” of mitigation measures for typical impacts has been included. For example, for
biological species that may be encountered in pipeline construction, standard mitigation
measures include surveys, pipeline re-alignment where possible, and restricting construction to
periods that avoid sensitive life cycles (i.e., breeding). As these are standard Service protocols
for protection of endangered species, they do not need to be discussed in detail in the EIS.

L-16-12

Consistency of the Ocean Disposal Alternative with applicable policies and regulations is
discussed in Appendix L and Master Response REG-1.

L-16-13

Reclamation has completed consultation under Section 7 of the ESA for the In-Valley
Alternatives. The findings of the Biological Opinion have been incorporated into the Final EIS,
and the complete opinion is included as Appendix M2. There is no requirement under NEPA or
ESA for Reclamation to conduct consultation for all alternatives retained in the Final EIS. If, and
only if, Reclamation intends to select the Ocean Disposal Alternative, Reclamation will complete
the necessary consultations on it prior to signing the ROD.

L-16-14

See Master Response REG-2 in regard to CEQA compliance. Local permits and other regulatory
requirements are outlined in Section 4 and Appendix L.
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COMMENT L-17. CITY OF MORRO BAY , WILLIAM T. BOUCHER

H City of Morro Bay

Maorre Bay, TA S e 305-T7 -0 100
www morrs-bay.ca us

ALSUSE 30, 2005

Ms. Claire Jacguemin

J. 5. Depariment of the interior
Burezu of Reclamation T -
2800 Cottage Way. MP-700 L SN
Sacramenio. CA 95825 l..__,,_l_______?ﬁ

Supject: San Lwis Orainage ~eature Re-evaluation Drait BIS
Dear Ws. Jacguemin.

Staff of the City of Merro Bay have seen nurmeraus etters on the draft EIS ard do not
~1s0 10 repeat concerns of others but rather to provide wn—namental comments where
aaarepriate. In acditien to our commern: ledter dated Juiy 14, 2065, niease consider the following

_comments or the draft environmentzl document:

Section 2: Alternatives: Uncer the Qcear Cisposal section Table 2.8-1. 1t :5 stated that
20988 scre feet of contaminaiec water per year s proposed for cisnosal n a 42" cdiameter
nipeling sysem mare than 200 mies lang.

The hydraulic capacity of the preposed 42" pipeline. with it's 23 sump stations, is
sigmiicanily higher than the amount of wastewater currently proposec for disposal, a fact
ackrowledged by the draft £1S. This section also introduces the idea that the pipeline system has
L-17-1 | 1ne "soential for other drainage producers to utilize the conveyance and disposal facilities” in the
future. This proposal is not buttresseg by subsaguent analysis in the document.

There are San Joaquin Valley “related projects” identified by the Buresu of Reclamaiion
in other documents that may be inferred ¢ be the “other drainage 2roducers” referenced, or there
mMay oe other such "dranage preducers” along the asroposed pipeline route, perhaps in the
Kettlernar. City area or westward. For the ervironmerdal document to e adeguate, this matter
must De fuliy addressed, with ather “crainage producers” cleariy 'dentified zlong with their
Jarticuiar water Jquality problems, flow rates, propesec mutigations and related data and ‘he
TocAment re-circlilates for review and comment
» In Section 2.11 3 he documen! provides that the Point Estero (Cayucos) disposal sile
was selected over the Meedle Poimt (Santa Cruz) disposal site hecause it (o0k iess time to
mplement. was ouisice the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, nas the “potential Jor ather
L-17-2 | drainage producers to utilize the conveyance and disposal facilities” anc Point Esierg nad the
tighest average score for “ather factors”

We saw nowhere where "other factors” were discussed or brought o lght. What are they
znd now are they rated?

- Secticn_S: Surface ‘Mater Resources: This section includes 23 Zstero Bay dischargers

oy

‘he Duke power piant, the Cayucos abalone farm. the Maorro Bay-Cayucos “WWTR [wastewater ©

L17-3 reatment oant) ang Chevron, The Chewvron facility mas closed. The City of Morro Bay ~
them Deszlnadan Facility s 10t included ishows .n document as 2 .oint discharge with e WWTP) ane =
the AWWTP flow information s nuidated. ~The Desalination ~aciity intake and discharge systems .

are ceparate ‘rom the WWTP anag woutd approoniately be inc.uded in this section. I“’\

- There s nadequate nata an the chemical censlituency of e proposed waste sream & g

arevious document oroviges a isting of certain cnemical constituems of the proposed wasta !-§

stream -Plan Formulation Report, Tapie 3 <-2). This cabie inciudes many of the sontaminanis =

L-17-4 | siscussed n e draft 215 sie. selemum. salinity. 2oren), bHut dees noi provide aata an ather ,%
Tatariais ve could axpect 10 see in agriculdural wasie, sucn as pesticides. There needs 'o e 56\

v omore tormation zbout the wrecise chermica: wnaracterisucs of the grouosed gischarge -

SN SRS T TRE PR RTMENT TIBLIC SERVICE

TIE s areer 77 shasta srrec
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Jan Lus Drainage Re-svaluation
Oraft 215 Comments

Augurr 20, 2005

Page Z2of 2

[whatever the pomn: of disposal may te. The lack of complele chamical analyses of the wasta
L-17-4 | stream nas been previcusiy commented on in other letters, but it sheuld be re-smohasized hat
cont withaut such cemplete data, it s not possible to fully. assess the potential risks of the discharga.
© L&nce the information s provided addilicral review and comment would be warranted.
Secticn 7 Biglogical Resources: This section states that the biclegical resaurce analysis
wzas based i~ large part upon an “appraisai-ievel overlay analysis of 1:24000 scale USGS
L-17-5 | topographic maps’ By any standard, this cannot be cansidered adequate ‘or the purpose of
quantfying potential impacts of the construchion and operation of the propased dispcsal system,
The conclusion that ne significant effect to bicicgical resources is anticipated by the constructicn
of the Ceean Disposal Alternative may not be supperied by a physical investigation of the route.
B Section 10_Energy Rescurces This Section states the Qcean Disposal Alternauve will
use significantly more energy than any other osptien, inctuding almest :hree dimes the use of he
nexi highest option (one that utiizes energy-intensive reverse asmosis). While the energy
consumption would iniaily be §1.400.000 <lowatt-hours per year and s predicied to gc over
10,000,000 by 2020, the impacts are stated as mmimal and incremental at worst {based upon
L-17-6 | leads at nearest electrical substation).

It seerns that the consumpticn of these ievels of slectrical energy wouid constitute a
significant increase n new slectrical demand. Thers is no discussion of the ability of the existing
power generating ‘actlities o accommedate the electical demands or whether new production
faciiities would be needed This much demand could be partially mitigated by installing one or
more power generating facilities along the pipeline route. There 1s but one mention of an
appurtentant electncal generation facility, and that in reference to lawnmower emissions.
Additicnal infarmation and analysis of the electrical demand of the proposed facilities are needed.
If there ‘s though of installing one or more power generating facility, there needs to be detailed

gnvironmental analysis of such a proposal
[~ Section 11: Air Rescurces: The critical statement in this Seclion, page 11-18, is "the
products of compustion wauld be expected from any lawn maintenance, which would be required
L-17-7 | on the pumping plant and power plant sites " This is the first and oniy reference to a “power plant
site” Is there one or more sower piants proposed? If so, a full analysis of such a nlant(s) should
|_be prepared and aistributed or nublic review and cemment.

In this seclion is alsc the siatement that employee’s personal vehicles and site
landscaping ‘awnmowers would produce the maost ar emissions, not the genaration of
110,000,000 xilo-watt hours of new electrictty per year. This seems more a facetious comment on
the part of the document writers than facts substantiated by evidance.

L-17-8

Thank you for the oppartunity 'o comment gn this document. If you have any cuestions,
please contact me at this office.

Sinceraiy,
e

TP

Wiliiam T Boucher
Canitai Projects Manager

Ly
!

=Honarabie Mayar ang Sty Touncil

City Manager

Director i Public fervices

ity Attormey

.erry Reopins, aeclamaton ~roect Manager

wbic Tikwatensan ks srarage enet ZA3005
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-17

L-17-1

As discussed in Master Response ALT-P3, no other dischargers have been identified, and any
other users of the pipeline would have to meet all applicable regulations and permit
requirements.

L-17-2

The PFR discusses the screening and selection of the Point Estero alternative in more detail.
"Other factors" included environmental impacts.

L-17-3

The text in Section 5 correctly described the status of the Chevron facility. The description of the
City of Morro Bay Desalination Facility has been revised in the Final EIS to state that it has a
separate intake and discharge system from the WWTP.

L-17-4

More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to identify the range of
contaminants likely to be contained in discharge under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. See
Master Response SW-13.

L-17-5

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final
design studies would provide more detailed information about biological resources in the vicinity
of the pipeline route and other project facilities.

L-17-6

The forecast electrical demand for the most energy-intensive alternative, the Ocean Disposal
Alternative, is approximately 81.4 GW hours per year. Assuming that 80 percent of the peak
energy demand is typically required (the utilization factor), this demand represents an additional
system load of approximately 12 MW. The loads associated with the Ocean Disposal Alternative
would be physically located in the PG&E North and South market areas, which are reported to
have an existing load of 18.5 GW and a projected load growth of approximately 3.0 GW over the
next 9 years. Thus, the incremental load associated with the Ocean Disposal Alternative
represents approximately 0.06 percent of the current system load and less than 0.5 percent of the
near-term load growth forecast. As noted in the Draft EIS, the expected demand profile for each
of the disposal options is relatively constant. Generating facilities that serve these types of base
loads are typically constructed in increments of 500 MW or more. Therefore, one can conclude
that new generation built to serve the expected 3 GW total load growth within the PG&E service
area will have sufficient capacity to serve the 12 MW additional load required for the disposal
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options. The construction of power-generating facilities that would be dedicated to serving this
project would generally be considered economically inefficient due to the lack of economies of
scale.

L-17-7

No new power sources are proposed for the alternatives. Power would be provided from the
existing utility grid.

L-17-8

Employees' personal vehicles and site landscaping lawnmowers are the primary factors in
increasing air emissions in the immediate, local, in-valley vicinity of the project location
compared to power plants’ regional and likely remote extra generation requirements due to the
project. The electrical energy resources used within the study area are anticipated to be delivered
through the existing electrical transmission and distribution system. However, the ultimate
source of electrical power generation within the California energy market could be from a mix of
generating assets, including hydroelectric, nuclear, and fossil-fueled power generation, which are
owned and operated by either PG&E or some other power- generating entity potentially located
hundreds of miles from the project area. Additionally, power plants are subject to extensive air
quality regulations designed to protect public health and welfare at all times, regardless of
generation requirements.
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COMMENT L-18. HERUM CRABTEE BROWN (FOR STOCKTON EAST WATER
DISTRICT), KARNA E. HARRIGFELD

HERUM L,R/-\BT'REEC i—»ﬁ‘@%}\

'{Irr;yr‘r»\‘r AT T aw

August 31, 2005

VIA FACSIMILE and U.S. MAIL : " -
(916) 978-5094

Ms, Ciaire Jacquemin

U.S. Burcau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700,
Sacramento, California 95825

Re: Comments on San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

These comments are submitted on behalf of Stockton Fast Water District (SEWD} to
the U.5. Department of the Interior — Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation} San Lius
Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation (Re-evaluation) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIS) dated May 2005. In order to set the context for the following comments. it is
imporlant (o note that SEWD's primary interest 1s 1n improving water quality on the San
Joaquin River. SEWD¥s interest in water quality arises because of its contract with the
Reclamation for water from the New Melones Reservoir on the Stanisiaus River As
Reclamation is well aware, substantial releases of water for water quality purposes are
made from New Melones Reservoirr throughout the vear to meet the salimity water quality
objective at Vernalis. SEWD believes that the use of lngh guality water for diiution flows is
an unrsasonable use of water and in violation of state and federal law. The effect of Lthese
releases and other actions taken by the Reclamation has been to deprive SEWD of 11s full
contractual entitlement for water from New Melones Reservoir.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The purpose for the Re-evaluation is to formulate & plan that provides agricultural
drainage service to the San Luis Unit that “achieves long term, sustainable salt and water
balance in the root zone of irrigated lands,” Fundamental to this purpose must be for
Reclamation to mitigate the past and future harm that it has caused to the San Joagquin
River from the lack of provision of drainage to the San Luis Unit and other neighboring
districts.

For all intent and purposes, the San Juagquin River has been used as the "out of
Valley Drain” since irrigation began in the San Joaquin Valley. It 1s no secret that the San
Joaquin River experiences serious water quality problems. The degradation of the San
Joaquin River has heen an ongoing concern since the carly 1960s. The salinity prublem in

i

_ - . Mmoo f77 0 2.0
207 Weet March Lane Suite B100 Stockion, <A ﬁrze_'é‘_;__f__—v—,-—
1 hl

LTITTOD® FTar 20047270686 \-’4\"':&‘-,1‘7 Tel. 209, '%:‘:{:_wc l\l(‘ ,—-Z!

72\ !Jr*oquc:xoncﬂ C.arpaone St

o Teb g0105
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L-18-1

L-18-2

L-18-3

L-18-4

L-18-5

L-18-6

L-18-7/8

Ms. Claire dJacquemin
August 31, 2005
Page 2 of 6

the San doaquin River began with the reduction of flows due to upstream development and
the advent of irrigated agricutture that was exacerbated when the Central Valley Project.
mcluding the San Lans Unit, was constructed.

The San Joaquin River is affected by the salt load and quantityv of flow on the Lower
San Joaguin River from a combination of upstream diversions. discharges of saline
drainage water to the San Joaquin River and subsurface aceretions to the river from
groundwater. Despite the fact that only a small percentage of the salinity concentration of
the San Joaquin River is due to uses within San Joaguin County, San Jeaguin County
interests have historically borne the burden of remedying the water quality problems of the
San Joaguin River before they reach the Bay-Delta Estuary by releasing significant
quantities of water from New Melones Reservoir to meet the water objectives at Vernalis.
Ag a direct result of the dilution flows provided from New Melones Reservoir, the CVP
Contractors, which includes SEWD, do not receive their full contractual entitlement from
New Melones Reservoir,

The Draft EIS is woefully inadequate in ite discuasion of how any of the alternatives
will affect the San Joaguin River water quality and guantity either in the shart term or
long term. Fundamental to development of a drainage plan for implementation must be to

[mitigate the past and future harm that it has caused to the San Joaquin River from the
lack of provision of drainage to the San Luis Unit and other neighboring districts, and

improve water guality in the San Joaquin River.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Section 1 - Purpose and Need for Action
Section 1.1: Purpose and Need for Action
B This section describes four related project objectives used to develop the alternatives
to be evaluated in the Draft EIS to achieve the overall purpose and need for the project. In

addition to the four identified in this section, the Draft EIS must also include the ohjective
| of no re-directed impacts to other water users within the Project Arca. Iris essential in
implementing the Preferred Alternative that other water users are not adversely impacted,
in specific, SEWD is concerned that implementation may have an adverse impact on flows
) the San Joaquin River. Any reduction in flows in the San Joaquin River must he
mitigated in some manner which will not impact other water users in the San Joaquin
Valley.

Seetion 1.3.1: Aresas Needing Drainage

There is 2 discussion in this section ihat "not all of the landowners within the
drainage service area would install on-farm drainage systems. Some farmers would elect
not to install drains based en localized conditions and economic considerations” and
therefore only two-thirds of the acreage was included in the “areas needing drainage.” How

| does this factor into the overall drainage solution? Currently, lands within the Northerly

Area drain in the San Joaquin River. Will this practice continue and what will be the affect
T\nt_oas wprolawdocuments~1026-020 " KEH 46535 doc
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Ms. Claire Jacquemin
August 31. 2005
Page 3ot 6

on water quahity in the San dosguin River? The Draft EIS must include an analysis of how
L-18-9 the continnation of landewners' current practices will affect the overall drainage solution

Section 1.4: Related Projects and Activities

This section disgusses related projects that would directly affect drain water qualicy
and quantity or are programs attempting to address drainage needs. Congreas authorized
HR. 2828 which became Public Law 108-361 when President Bush signed the law on
October 25, 2004, HER 2828 contains important direction for the Secretary of the Interior
L-18-10]{Intertor) and the Bureaun of Reclamation regarding operation of New Melones Reservoir.
HR 2828 requires not later than one year from the enactment, the Secretary must develop
and initiate implementation of & program (Program) to meet all existing water quality
standarde and objectives for which the CVP is responsible. This 1s an rmportant related
program which shouid be included in the Draft EIS discussion.

In specific this new Program must include the following (1) Recirculation program to
provide flow, reduce salinity concentrations and reduce the reliance on New Melones
Reservoir for meeting water quality and fishery objectives through the use of
EXCeSs capacity in export pumps and convevance facilities: {2) Best Management
Practices Plan that focuses on reducing water quality impacts from discharges from wildlife
refuges. The BMP plan 1s to be coordinated with other entities discharging water into the
San Jeaquin River to reduce salinity concentrations discharged into the River, including
the (iming of discharges to optimize their assimilation,

The purpose of the Program is to provade Interior with greater flexibility in meeung
the existing standards so as to reduce the demand on waler from New Melones
Reservoir used for that purpose, and to assist the Secretary in meeting any
-obligations to CVP contractors from the New Melones projeci. Because this
Program will be implemented in the short term. the effects of implementing any Preferred
Alternative must inciude an analvsis of its effects an this Program.

L-18-11

Section 2 - Alternatives

The discussion under Reverse Osmosis Treatment under the In Valley Disposal
Alternative assumes that product water generared from the RO treatment would be
L-18-12]conveyed to and blended with CVP water in a nearby canal. This is an improper
assumption because mitigation in the form of releases of “product water” into the San
Joaquin River must be utilized because of the adverse affect of tae drainage reduction on
San Jnaquin River flows.

Section 5 — Surface Water Resources

Section 5.1.2 Water Quality in San Joaguin River Reaches and Tributaries

The Draft EIS uses water quality data from 1986 through 1997 for its analvsis of the
L-18-13|effects of implementation of the various Alternatives. This water guality data 1s suspect
because of the significant changes that have cceurred 1in the San Joaquin River cystem over
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L-18-14

L-18-15

L-18-16

L-18-17

L-18-18

L-18-19

Ms. Claire Jacquem:n
August 31, 2005
Papge 4 of 6

the past 10 years. Probably the two most significant actions on the San Joaquin River that
have influenced water gquality and flow have been the reduction in return flows entering the
San doaguin River from the development of irrigation efficiencies and reuse of water and
increased water deliveries to the wiidlife refuges which changes the timing and magnitude
of water quality and flow in the San Joagquin River. These changes in San Joaguin River
hydrology and its effect on water guality and flow have been inciuded in the most recent
version of Reclamation’s CALSIM II model. At 2 mimymum, this prehminary mode! must be
used in order to determine the effect on San Joaquin River water gquality and flow of
implementation of any of the proposed Alternatives.

This point is highlighted by the statement in this section that the Vernalis water
guality objective for Apri! to August has been exceeded over 50 percent of the time from
1986 through 1997, Curiously, Reclamation now reports that there has been WO violations
of the Vernalis water quality objective since 1995 to date. How is it that there were
frequent viclations during one time period and all have been eliminated during a
| subsequent time period? Clearly something has changed in the baseline flows. As such, the
entire analvsis in this section needs to be done utilizing the new CALSIM 11 modeling
inputs.

The reference on page 5-17 1o the low dissolved oxygen levels being measured on the
Calaveras River is not accurate. First, low dissolved oxvgen levels have only been
measured in a five-mile segment within the urban area of Stockton, and the cause has been
identified as urban runoff,

The reference on page 5-27 to the location of the Modesto RHeservoir should be
Stanistaus County, not San Joaguin County.

B On page 5-44 in Table 5.1.14 an “H” should be placed in the column for San Joagquin
River — Electrical Conductivity as it is & high priority constituent for TMDL

L-18-20

L-18-21

L-18-22

L-18-23

implementation.

Section 5.2 Environmental Consequences

Section 5.2.2 — Modeling Method and Assumptions

This section indicates that because the results of the Regional Board
comparison showed water quality in the river improving from the withdrawal of dirvect
discharges to the river, no additional model comparisons were performed of the existing
L conditions. First, the Regional Board analysis in this section refers to the Salt and Boren
TMDL modeling which is not based on the new more accurate depiction of San Joaguin
River in CALSIM I1, as such, its accuracy is highly questionable, Secondly, additional
modeling is necessary to assess the jmpact of implementation on the reduction in flows in
|the San Joaquin River. Simply stating that there will be no adverse to water quality is not
sufficient; Reclamation must evaluate the effects of its actions on flow in the San Joaquin
River.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-64



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

L-18-24

L-18-25
L-18-26
L-18-27

L-18-28

L-18-29

Ms. Clamre dacguemin
August 31, 2005
Page b of 6

Section 5.2.4: Ir Valley Disposal Alternative

The effect of implementation of any of the seven proposed Alternatives on
water quahlity is stated in the Draft EIS w be the same. In fact. 1n every section of analveis
for the varving Alternatives in Section 5 wdentical language 18 used to describe the affect on
the San Joaguin River water quality. As such. these comments apply to all of the seven
proposed Alternatives and will not be repeated. The stated language is as follows:

Under the In Valley Disposal Alternative permitted discharges from the GDA
to the Lower San Joaquin River as part of the Grasslands Bypass Project
would be discontinued and placed in evaperation basine. Removal of the
water and chemicals from the River is expected to resuis in A sigaificant
beneficial effect to the concentration of Se in the Lower San Joaguin river
{ree Appendix D4). Improvements to the concentrations of glat and boron
would aiso be significant although not as great as Se, due to the exisience of
other significant sources of these chemicals to the River.

Removal of drainwater associated with the Grassiands Bypass Project from
the Lower San Joaquin River would reduce the amount of ditution water
required to be released from New Melones Reservoir to achieve the EC water
quality objective at Vernalis, Modeling results shown in Appendix D4
indicate for the 10 vear period from 1985 through 1995 the average reduction
in dilution flows would be 21, 00 AF/vear. This 15 a significant benefcial
effect to New Melones Reservoir Operations.
B We agree relieving the burden on New Melones Reservoir to make water quality
releases to any degree is beneficial ant we support alt actions taken to further this most
important goal. However, the approach and methodology of the modeling used in Appendix
L D4 - San Joaguin River Modeling raises many questions. First, why were the historical
monthly discharges from the GDA modified so they were in compliance with the TMDLs
| during a 8-year flow record? Neither the State Water Kesources Control Board nor the U.S.
EPA has approved the TMDL. Moreover, should these releases actually be achieved. would
Tt impact actnal operations? Simply modifving a model does not mean that releases would
cccur in that tashion? What happens when more water is requirad to be held back becausc
of load imits. will that cause degradation at a subseguent time? What impact will there be
on flow in the river?

Secondly, the modeling for water quality and flows used is from October 1985 1o
September 1994, many things have changed on the San Joaguin River since 1994, There
have been large reductions in return flow from irrigation discharges into the river due to
increased irrigation efficiencies and reuse of water. Additionally. there has been an
increase delivery to wildlife refuges that discharge into the San Joaguin River. As was
ciscussed above, there is a new model that has more recen: depiction of operations on the
San Joaquin River in CALSIM II. This new mode! shows a tremendously different picture
of water quality and flow in the San Joaguin River. Now, much more water is needed
during the late winter and early spring for dilution of peor water gquality in the San Joagun

River, not much is needed in the summer. The medeling results in Table D4-5 show that
“ot_oassprolaw sdocumentsh1026-020NKEHN46533.doc
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Ms. Ciaire Jacguemin
August 31, 2005
Pagetof 6

the majority of the releases for water guality are seen in June, July and Augusrt; this simply
L-18-29] does not hold true under new real time conditions. These results raise real concerns about
cont.| the validity of the analysis and the conciusion that there will be “a significant beneficial
effect to New Melones River Operations.”
In order to properly evaluate the effects on water quality and flow in the San
L-18-30] Joaquin River from implementing any of the proposed Aiternatives and any corresponding
|_reduction in the need for New Melones Reservoir releases, the most current valid data must
be used. Additionally, implementation will be phased over a number of years; the analysis
L-18-31] must show the incremental effects as well as the long term effects on implementation of the
proposed action.

Section 5.2.14 Mitigation Recommendations

The Draft EIS conclusion that there are no significant environmental effects on
surface water resources, and therefore no mitigation measures are required 1s simply
|_unsupported by the analysis contained in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS fails to evaluate the
effects of the drainage reduction measures and reuse facilities will have on flow In the San
L-18-33] Joaguin River. How will this reductien in water quantity impact the San Joaquin River
Lavater quality? In addition, Reclamatien's water right permits, issued by the State Water
Resaurces Control Board and conditiened by the State Board in Deecision 1641, impose on
Reclamation the obligation to meet the flow objectives for the San Joaquun River. How will
|_this reduction in drainage reduce the flow in the San Joaguin River? The analysis must
include an evaluation of how Reclamation will meet its on-going regulatory requirements
and the associated impacts of these changes in drainage rates. The absence of analyais of
[this issue renders the Draft EIS legally deficient. The Drafi EIS must be revised to address
|_this issue, and onee proper analysis is conducted to determine the impact on flow 1n the
river, Reclamation must mitigate these impacts, and sheuld evaluate the potential use af
L-18-37] any “product water” generated by RO treatment into the San Joaquin River for such
mitigation.

L-18-32

L-18-34

L-18-35

L-18-36

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to working with
Reclamation on implementation of an alternative that dramatically improves water quality
in the San Joaguin River.

Very truly yours, W@\W

KARNA E. HARRIGFELD

Attorney-at-Law
KEH:rl

oC; Kevin Kauffman

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-18

L-18-1

See Master Response SW-1 regarding the analysis of impacts of the alternatives on San Joaquin
River water quality and quantity.
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L-18-2

The comment is noted. Mitigation for any past harm is not the subject of this EIS. Mitigation
for future effects is included (see Section 20 and Appendix O).

L-18-3-5

The requested change in the purpose and need discussion (Section 1.1) does not directly arise
from the Federal action to provide drainage service to the San Luis Unit. It should be noted that
the EIS has been supplemented to include an analysis of the change in flow in the San Joaquin
River at Vernalis as a result of the No Action and action alternatives (see Section 5.2). No
significant changes in flow of the San Joaquin River at Vernalis were found for any action
alternatives compared to No Action.

L-18-6

The PFR describes drainage rates and preliminary flows in Section 3.1. Groundwater modeling
and agricultural productivity were used to evaluate on-farm, in-district, and regional drainage
facilities. If one farmer installs drains but a neighbor does not, the farmer with the installed
drains will be collecting more drainwater in his system at a different rate than if all farmers
installed drains. The in-district system provided by Reclamation would still be collecting the
total drainage.

L-18-7

The fate of Northerly Area drainage and whether it will continue to be discharged into the San
Joaquin River depends upon the chosen alternative. See Section 2 of the Final EIS for a
description of each alternative.

L-18-8

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. In addition,
Appendices D4 and D5 include updated water quality modeling to assess changes in the river
compared to existing conditions. It should be noted that the No Action Alternative and all of the
action alternatives will have similar effects on the San Joaquin River due to removal of the
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the river following expiration of the Use Agreement in
2009. Also see Master Response SW-16.

L-18-9

The PFR describes drainwater reduction optimization and various drainwater reduction options
in Section 3.2.1. Since on-farm reduction options are not a Federal action, the specific farmers’
actions cannot be certain. However, the net results of those actions must comply with the
drainage rate restrictions placed on the system by Reclamation. Flows were estimated and
analyzed for each alternative. Section 3.2.2 of the PFR shows that choosing drainwater reduction
scenarios is an iterative process since each measure can affect another measure (i.e., irrigation
system improvements reduce the need for seepage reduction). The most cost-effective scenario
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of drainage reduction was used for each alternative, and effects were analyzed for each
alternative in the EIS.

L-18-10, 11

The purpose and need discussion has been revised to include a discussion of PL 108-361. See
Section 1.4.6 of the Final EIS.

L-18-12

Results of the analysis of changes in San Joaquin River flows are presented in Section 5.2.
Compared to No Action, the action alternatives did not have a significant effect on flows in the
San Joaquin River at Vernalis.

L-18-13

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response
SW-16 for additional information.

L-18-14

Section 5 has been updated with additional CALSIM Il modeling information regarding impacts
to the water quality and quantity in the San Joaquin River due to changes in the Grassland
Bypass Project discharges. As a part of the development of CALSIM 11, assumptions regarding
probable future projects were included to reflect changes in water system demand, system
operation rules, and infrastructure improvements expected to occur by 2030. Also see Master
Response SW-16.

L-18-15

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response
SW-16 for additional information.

L-18-16

Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 of the Final EIS have been revised to include results from
CALSIM 11 modeling of the changes in flow and EC in the San Joaquin River.

L-18-17

The referenced text in Section 5.1.2 has been modified to indicate that low DO conditions in the
Calaveras River have been observed following storm events.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-68



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

L-18-18

Section 5.1.5.1 of the Final EIS has been corrected to state that Modesto Reservoir is located in
Stanislaus County.

L-18-19

Table 5.1.14 of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that electrical conductivity is a high-
priority constituent for TMDL implementation in the San Joaquin River.

L-18-20

See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the TMDL modeling described in Section 5.2.2 and the
San Joaquin River data used in that modeling.

L-18-21 - 23
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River flows.

L-18-24
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-18-25

As the commenter noted, historical monthly discharges from the GDA were modified to comply
with TMDLs during a 9-year flow record even though the TMDLs had not been approved. The
program to implement TMDLs in the San Joaquin River was adopted by the Regional Board in a
1996 Basin Plan Amendment for the Control of Agricultural Subsurface Drainage Discharges.
Included in this program is a compliance time schedule for meeting the four-day average and
monthly mean water quality objectives for selenium. To evaluate future scenarios, Reclamation
assumed that the compliance time schedule would be met. The discharges were modified because
reducing flow is the only way to meet the TDML if water quality is to remain the same.

L-18-26

The assumption that the GDA discharge would meet salt and boron TMDLSs has been removed
due to the uncertain regulatory status of these TMDLs. Revised modeling assumed compliance
with the Se TMDLSs that have been approved. Also see Master Response SW-16.

L-18-27

See the Response to Comment L-18-25. When no other specific plans are available for water
quality data, then assumptions have to be made.

L-18-28 - 30
See Master Response SW-16.
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L-18-31

The comment states that because project implementation will be phased, San Joaquin River
water quality and flows should be analyzed to show both incremental and long-term effects. See
Master Responses CUM-1, SW-17, and SW-1.

L-18-32

Reclamation believes the environmental analysis in the Final EIS supports the conclusions stated
in all sections. Mitigation is described in Section 20 of the Final EIS.

L-18-33 - 37

See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River flows. No mitigation is
proposed because the changes in flow due to the action alternatives are not significant compared
to the No Action Alternative.
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COMMENT L-19. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY WATER AGENCY, ROBERTA
GOULART

Boara ot Superasors
Water Ag ency {Ex-Officip Governing Beard)
Jehn Gioia
Ristrict f
B. Uilkema

County Administration Buiiding
851 Pine Streat
4 Floar, North Wing

Martinez, Califomia 84553 l RECtwep | Marg N. Piepho
Distget 11
i 8EP 07 2005Mark Desaulnier
 E— ___ Digtfet IV
R deral D, Glover
= g
| o]
September |, 2005 i 4
. i '
Ms. Claire Jacquemin i : :
Bureau of Reclamation T
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700 [ Ezﬂ

Sacramento, CA 93825
Fax:; 916-978-5094
LJacguennd@ mp.ushbr.oov

RE: Comments San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation and EIS
Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Draft
EIS.  These comments from Contra Costa County and the Contra Cosia County Water Agency
L-19-1 Jaddress a variety ot concerns, including what we believe is an understatement in the EIS of the
environmental impacts and economic costs ot the Delta discharge options. Eikewise, the County and
L19-2 Water Agency urge the Bureau 1o follow through with what is anticipated in the Draft EIS, that is.
selection of an in-valley aliernative as the preferred alternative.

Contra Costa County is an urban, suburban, and agricultural county of approximately one million
residents situated at the juncture between San Francisco Bay (Bay) and the Sacramento-San Joaguin
Delta (Delta). The Conira Costa County Water Agency 1S a special district created by the California
Legislature in 1957 and governed by the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors {Board of
Supervisors). Acting through the Water Agency, the Board of Supervisors has actively participated
in shaping California water policy over the last several decades, particularly as this policy relates to
the health of the Bay and Deita.

Located at the confluence of Caljfornia’s major fivers aad at the hub of the developed water system

for the state, the Bav-Delta i1s a natural resource of national significance. For Contra Costa County,

the Bay-Della is a defining feature of our landscape. a crucial source of drinking water, and a scenic

and recreational asset contributing to the quality of life of County residents. For these reasons,

Contra Costa County has historically opposed the construction of a drain to the Delta for agricultural
wastewater. Vlost recently, on July 26, 2005, the Board of Supervisors reaffirmed its opposition to

L-19-3 the San Luis Drain. Any solution (o the Jdrainage problem of the San Joaguin Valley must not harm
T Dwater quality in the Dedta and must not include construction of a drain to export agricultural
wastewater. Give these circumstances, it is disappointing that the Draft EIS does not rule out the

L-18-4 | seita discharge alternatives as the preferred alternative.
Chassiication 2 AL() 2000
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September 1, 2003
Page 2

{n uddition to a continued, furdamental cpposition to construction of a drain to the Bay/Deita, Contra
Costa County and the Water Agency submit the following additional comments on the Draft EIS:
The EIS underestimates environmental impacts to the Bay/Delia

* The Bay-Delta system is the largest freshwater estuary on the west coast of the continental

United States’. The mixing of fresh and salt water in the Bay-Delra creates productive

nugseries for fish, supporting appraximately | 50 fish spcciesz. The wetlands and waterways

of the area are also part of the “Pacific Flyway”, providing wintering habitat for millions of

ducks and geese"". Some delta fisheries are plummeting due to a combination of factors --

inciuding poliutants. Increasing pollutants further jecpardizes an impaired ecosystem and
threatcned species.

* The unfortunate events at the Kesterson National Wildiife Refuge in the 1980s demonstrated
that selenium discharged by the partially-counstructed San Luis Drain couid kill and deform
wildlife. Seleninm bicaccumulates in the foed chain and poses added risks for species near
the top of the food chain. Even without the Drain, selenium concentrations in the Bay-Delta

L-19-5 warters are alveady high enough to prompt public heaith warnings for the consumption of

ducks, ovsters, fish, and other wildlife taken .0 some sections of the Bay/Delta. Selenium

discharges from the San Luis Drain are estimated to be an order of magnitude or more Farger
than the current discharges to the Bay-Delta from oil refineries and the San Joaquin River’.

The Water Agency helped to fund a study by the United States Geological Survey (ITSGS) ur

2000 forecasting the selenium impacts of the proposed San Luis Drain, That smdyd"included

the following statement i its conclusion:

The model und forecasts demonstrate that many of the most likely combinations of load,
hydrology, climate. Se [selenium| reactivity, and Se biocavailability pose a significant
ecological risk to the Bay-Deita. In generai, SLD {San Luis Dran] discharges that would
meet the demands for drainage pose risks ta fish and hird reproduction and the risk of fish
extinction via contamination of their mvertebrate food.

L-19-6 There is no environmentatly acceptable increase in discharge of selentum into the Bay/Delta.
The EIS does not fully acknowledge the deleterious environmental impacts of exporting
L-19-7 drainage to the Bay/Delta,

The EIS underestimates economic itnpacts of drain construction
L-19-8 s Substantial public funds are already being spent on restoring the Bay-Delta. Constructing
expensive facilities that will degrade resources actively being restored does not make fiscal
sense, More than $500 muliion has already been spent through the CALFED program to

i Califormia Bav — Delta Authonty, D cosbsater cugedRBenmsw oy Bepton BPY-himl, 772472005
2 Water Educanon Foundanon. Bay-Delta Briening, hupr/ww v suter-edorggadteddeliaprietting sp © 2002

accessed 7242003

3 While most of the drainage problem area on the westside of the San Joaquin Valley does not drain naturally (o the
San Joaquin River or the Delia. 1he Grasslands drainage area north of the Westlands Water District does drasn o the
San loagquin River and is the pnmary source of <elemum m the San Joagain River.

4 Forecasting Selenium Discharees to the San Francisco Buy-Defta Estuary: Ecological Effects of a Proposed San
Lury Drafn fuension. by Samuel N, Luoma and Theresa S. Presser. U.S. Geological Survey (Open-FFile Report 00-
A6,
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L-19-8
cont.

L-19-9
L-19-10

L-19-11

L-19-12

September 1, 2005
Page 3

restore the health of the Bay-Delta, and significant future expenditures are planned. The
Draft Environmenta: Impact Statemnent for the San Luis Drainage Feamre Re-evaluation
estimates the net present cost of constructing and operuting the San Luis Drain at $300
miliion. This estimate reflects the cost of the Chipps Island disposal alternative, including
associated treacment facilities and Jimited land retirement, but does not include the baseline
cast of the core dratnage program. The full net present cost is approximately $560 million
when the costs of collector drains and regional drainage reuse facilities are incorporated. The
drain cost estimnate is very low and does not reflect current real estate constraints. current
pipeline construction costs in the area, or design features needed to construct a wastewates
pipeline through an urban area and adjacent to drinking water supply facilities.

# Salts and other undesirable constituents of agricultural drainage could harm drinking water.
In addition to selenium impacts, discharge of subsurface agricultural drainage from the
westside of the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay-Delta would increase concentrations of total
dissolved solids, bromides, and total organic carbon at drinking water intakes. These
constituents are a significant concern for dnnking water gquality. The rate payers of the
Contra Costa Water District spent $450 million ta construct the Los Vagueros Reservoir
wcompleted in 1998}, a water storage project that is primarily intended to improve drinking
water quality by allowing water to be diverted and stored when conditicns in the Delta are

E good. Coanstructing the Sar Luis Drain would harm drinking water quality and undermine

the rate payers’ investruent in the Los Vagueros Reservoir. In addition to providing drinking
water to the CCWD service area, the Delta is a source of drinking water for approximately 22
million people across the state, or two-thirds of California residents”.

Though the Draft EIS Jid not select u preferred alternative, Bureau staff has indicated that an in-
valley alternative would be selected as the preferred alternative. We encourage the Bureau to select
ail alternative that maximizes land retirement and source reduction. A sustainable solution will
reduce the volume of pollutants over time and avord unnecessary environmental and economic
Impacts.

If you have any questions regarding Contra Costa County’s comments, please contact John Kopchik
at {925) 335-1227, or me at (925) 335-1226.

Sincerely.
IR
Y __,T’/
f
Roberta Goulart
Executive Officer

Contra Costa County Water Agency

i

ce: Congresswoman Tauscher
Congressman Maller
Assemblyman Cancramiiia

3 California Bav - Detfta Authonity,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-19

L-19-1
Mitigation costs for all alternatives are provided in Appendix O.

L-19-2
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-19-3

The comment is noted. Modeled water quality impacts in the Delta show an insignificant change
due to operation of the San Luis Drain. Reclamation will consider all alternatives for providing
drainage service to the San Luis Unit, including the In-Valley Alternatives that do not include
construction of a pipeline to export the drainage.

L-19-4
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative.

L-19-5

See Master Response SW-2, which discusses the assessment of impacts to fisheries and
waterfowl populations in the Bay-Delta.

L-19-6

The comment expresses concerns that the EIS understates the environmental impacts and
economic costs of the Delta Disposal Alternatives. As noted throughout the EIS, considerable
uncertainty exists regarding prediction of impacts, and many of these uncertainties are noted in
the EIS. In general, when a high level of uncertainty occurs, the EIS tends to err on the side of
caution (i.e., determination of significant effects).

L-19-7

Impacts of the Delta Disposal Alternatives on water quality and biological resources in the Bay-
Delta are presented in Sections 5 through 8.

L-19-8

The cost of real estate was included in the cost estimate. The estimated unit prices were based on
appraisal-level engineering design quantities and pay item descriptions. Appraisal estimates are
approximate since they are based on incomplete specifications and rough general design criteria.
The estimate was developed at July 2004 price levels and reflected current market conditions at
that time. Appraisal estimates are intended to be used as an aid in comparing and selecting
among alternate project features. Additional field investigations, engineering designs,
specifications, and cost estimates that describe each major construction activity will be
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developed as the project progresses in phases from appraisal to feasibility through prevalidation.
During subsequent project phases, estimates will be prepared using time-sensitive cost
information.

The estimate assumed that the pipeline would be constructed using high-density polyethylene
pipe and that the pipeline would have fusion-welded joints. The appraisal-level engineering
design considered construction of the new pipeline adjacent to drinking water supply facilities
and this information is reflected in the cost estimate.

See Master Response GEN-1 for an explanation of the appraisal level of design.

L-19-9

Modeling results predict that any increase in contaminant concentrations from the proposed
project would be negligible compared to the existing concentrations, and the EIS analysis has
concluded that effects to drinking water quality would not be significant. See Appendix C in
regard to the quality of effluent water that would be discharged under the out-of-valley disposal
options and Section 5 for water quality modeling results.

L-19-10

Section 5.2.9.5 discusses the effect of the Delta-Chipps Island Disposal Alternative on operations
of Los Vaqueros Reservoir. According to detailed water quality modeling results, changes in
water quality due to construction of the San Luis Drain would only minimally increase
concentrations of most discharged constituents and should not undermine the use of Los
Vaqueros Reservoir.

L-19-11
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-19-12

All In-Valley Alternatives reduce the volume of drainage and environmental impacts through
treatment and disposal in a cost-effective manner.
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COMMENT L-20. WESTLANDS WATER DISTRICT, THADDEUS L. BETTNER

= = N

.

e’ .

Westlands Water District

3136 N. Fresno Street, P.Q. Sox 6056, Fresna, California §3703-6056, {559 224-1527, FAX (558) 241-6277

September 1, 2005 | SEP G4 2005
}_-‘ TR Ui |
0 g[zzbf,
R ey
Claire Jacquemin R S S
Bureau of Reclamation e
2800 Cottage Way, MP-720 s ee— |
Sacramento, CA $5825 /_‘_“ [ B
clacquemin@mp.usbr.gov FT T _u

SUBJECT: San Luis Unit Dranage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, May 2008

DearMs. Jacquemin:

Westlands Water District (Westlands or District) has provided comment letters. on the
Bureau of Reclamatien’s recent plan regarding. San Luis drainage issues: dated’ Sagust
7, 2001, November 30, 2001, March 13; 2082, February: 28, 200F, and: August:13; 2004
This letter reinforces and supplements: Wesifands: previous comments; and’ provides
specific comments to Rectamation's. Sam: Luis Gl Drafnage: Feature-Re-Evalitatiorr Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Way 2006 (REIS).

Westlands has been actively engaged in providing information to Reclamation for the
DEIS and has participated in Reclamatiocn werkshops, public meetings, plan and
document review, and interaction with staff. To this end, Westlands is committed ‘o
insuring that as a drainage alternative is selected it will be a solution that can be
impiemented, is permanent, is cost effective, and is envirgnmentally sound. If these
conditicns are 10t met, drainage service will not be viabie.

Waestlands still has concerrs with the aliemnatives described in the DEIS. These
comments are organized into gereral comments addressing broader concems with the
DEIS, faliowed by specific comments addressing particular issues, emors, and
comections in the DEIS document itself.

General Comments

L-20-1 Ne-aAction Oescription/Baseline _ _ '
The No-Action Alternative nas heen descnbed incorrectly and inaccurately. The No-
Action Alternative is defined as "existing conditions for drainage management in 2001
with ndividual fammers ang diswicts making limied changes in manasgement in the
absence of drairage service.” [Section 2.2, The "imited changes” ave: deseribed as
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Westlands Water District
September 1, 2008
Page 2 of 8

"individual actions related o {1) drainage control and reuse and {2} cropping practices.”
(Section 2.2.1.) Most significandy, the Na-Action Alternative assumes that only 108,106
acres woulid be retired or idled by the year 2050, all as a result of existing statutes and
litigation settlement agreements. (Section 2.2.1.2.) The remaining lands would continue
fo be farmed subject to varicus “on-farmyin-district activities.” (Section 2.2.1.3.)

As an initial matter, there is little difference, if any. between the descrnbed No-Action
L-20-2] Alternative and conditions as they exist today. However, the CEIS assumes that
"existing conditions” are the conditions ithat existed in 2007, when the Nctice of intent
lwas first published. (Section 2.2, footncte 1.0 In the past few years, most or all of the
land acquisition programs described in the Ne-Action Alternative have been fully
implemented, The No-Acticn Alternative should be revised to incorperate these
L-20-3|conditions n order to more accurately evaluate the potential impacts under that
Altemative.

An even more pressing problem with the No-Action Alternative is the assumption
regarding productivity of the remaining dranage-impaired fangs. Westlands believes
L-20-4] that, sased on currently existing conditions, the DEIS cannot assurme that most or all of
the non-retired drainage-impaired lands would continue ta be famed over the 5C-year
planning time frame without federal drainage service: Without am effective’ drairage
Solution, the productivity of the drainage-impaired lands will continue to degrade,
eventuaily becuming too:low te-sustain viable farming ogeraticns. As.the DEIS notes; by
the year 2050 there will ber approximately 379,000 acres that would he affectad by
shaflew groundwater without' drainage serviee: (Section 13.2.3.) In some. areas,
irrigated farming would become “neary impossible” due to salt sink areas and shalfow
croundwater. (Section 13.2.3.) Qverall, “agrcultural productivity in the arez weuid
continue to decline.” (Section 13.23.).

Even assuming, though the DEIS does nat, that the 108, 108 “retired” aeres. would be the
most significantly degraged, Wesllands bDelieves 1t is likely that some or all of the
L-20-5 approximately 270,000 remaining dratnage impaired acres 'dentified in ‘he No-Action
Altemative would degrade beyond viable agricuitural production well before 2050.- The
No-Acticn_Alternative should be revised to include additional lands that will go out of
oroduction ahsent federal drainage service.

L-20-g]As @ result of the underestimate of the acres that would be removed from production
{and the gverestimate of the acres that would continue to be farmed) under the No-
Action Alternative, much of the impacts analysis contamned in the remainder of the CEIS
is skewed, The DEIS generailly compares the effects of each Agtion Altemnative to the
|ifects of the No-Action Alternative. In most cases, the effects of the Action Alternatives,
L-20-7[Particilarly these involving land retirement, are overstated. For example, the impact of
the land retirement alternatives on various biological resaurce critenia (ie.. termestrial
L-20-g]resources), as compared o the No-Action Allemative, appears t0 be greater han it
wouid f the effects cf the No-Action Alternative were correctly analyzed. (See Table-ES-
10 and Section 7.; Similarly, the socioeconomic impacts of the in-valley ajternatives,
L-20-9particuiarty 1o the agriculturai empicyment sector, are overstated. (Section 13.) These
amoles gre by No means exhaustive but simpty show Now e currertt Graracterzation
of the =ffects of the No-Action Aiternative will not provide a halanced description of the

affects of eacn Action Alternative.
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Westlands Water District
September 1. 2005
Page 3 of 8

Timing
Cne of the four project objectives descrnbed in Section 1.1 of the DEIS is that,
“Idrairage service must he provided for in a timely manner’. Westlands is very
L-20-10] concerned abcut when the federal government would be able to provide drainage
T service. Under the timeframes outlined in the draft EIS, the earliest date for providing
rainage service would be 2008. Alternatives that do not involve land retirement have
icnger projected timelines, extending to 2014. Note two that this would not be
compietion of drainage service for all lands needing drainage; rather, these are dates for
_providing approximately half the needed drainage service. Given the history of the
drainage issue, Wesilands expects that these estimates are likely optimistic. Given the
track recard here, and the issues surrounding drainage, there is sericus doubt whether
L-20-11] the federa! government is capable of providing drainage within the timeframes
| desperately needed.  Additionally, it is pessible that some interests may attempt to
L-20-12] aestruct this process legally which will anly resuit in the process being delayed further.

Caosts
_A second project objective described in Section 1.1 of the DEIS is that, "Drainage
service must be.....cost-effective”. Table ES-9 of the DEIS provides a summary of the
L-20-13| federal costs of the various alternatives.identified to date [note that the casts in the Table
axclude the loeal costs being. contribuied througly improwed imgation efficiencies. and
|_drain water recyeling]. The range of alternatives is 3562 Millien for lo-Vaitey treatment to
$857 Million for the In-Valley/Brainage lmpaired Area. On balance, the most cost-
L-20-14[ Effective alternative appears to e the Ocean Disposal Altemative, although there- are
substantial questions surrounding the poiiticat viability of that altermative. Al the
L-20-15] aiternatives exceed Rectamation’s current spending authonty, and Congressignal action
L-20-16| @nd funding would be needed to fund federal implementation. Reclamation's. need: to.
obtain this authorization could: alse affect the timing of implementation. Addiffonally;. the
L-20-17] DEIS is silent an how projeet costs weuld be repaid and it it is affordabte.  Finally, the
alternatives that include land retirement fail to include potential mitigation costs based on

L-20-18| . cio-sconomic IMpacts.
Uncertainty
A third project objective described in Section 1.1 of the DEIS is that, “Drainage service
must be technically proven.....". An important feature of each of the In-Valley and Delta

discharge altermatives amalyzed by Reclamation is the use of seienium biotreatment in -
order to minimize the discharge of selenium to evaporation ponds or o the Delta. The
ocean disposal altemative does not include seienium biotreatment. To date,
Lectamation has contracted with Applied Biosciences, Inc. to install and test smail scale
pilot treatment facilities both in Waestlangs and Panoche Water Districts. While this
L-20-19| process may work on wastewater from mines and/or at low flow rates, the treatment flow
is insignificant and it is questicnable if whether the process can be “scaled up” to meet
| the flow and volume treatment |evels required for drain water. Appendix 8 shows. that
L-20-20[ the system barely functionea at 2 gallons per minute (gpmy}, yet the system will reed to
| treat up to 29 CFS (13,000 gpm). Additionaily, since this a patent system, the cost cauld
fluctuate significantly based how Applied Biosciences chooses to marsket the trestment,
| which could also affect the overali project costs.  In the DEIS, Reclamation fails to
identify contingencies that will be needed if the treatment process does not work as
L-20-22 | anticipated and now the cost of treatment will be affected. Since most of e altematives
L-20-23 Jlilize selermum hiotreatment, 't is possibie that the costs could increase significantty and

L-20-21
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Westlands Water District
September 1, 2005
Page 4 of 8

L-20-23] the time needed to complete drainage service could be extended if the system does not
cont.| function as expected.

Specific Comments
The following comments are specific to secticns, pages, tables, etc. within the DEIS:

1. Section ES3.1. The discussion of the Sagouspe setflement shauld describe the

acquired lancs as either fallowed ar dryland farmed, not retired. The term “retired”
L-20-24 implies that the lands has been taken out of producticn permanently, which is
incarrect. The Sagouspe settlement does not require the permanent retirement of
lands acguired by Westlands. Instead, these lands are currently being cryland
farmed, grazed, and maintained in a good husbandry manner to minimize impacts
to neighboring lands.

1

Section ES3.2. The DEIS should state that the environmentally preferred
alternative is the ocean discharge afternative. This alternative provides for
L-20-25 maintenance of the salt balance in the drainage service area with the least
environmental impacts resulting from salt dispgsal. This alternative includes no
selenium treatment, which as discussed earlier may not “scale up™ adequately, and
the ocean discharge can be mitigated through diffusers.

3. Section E33.2.1. The DEIS summary should include an estimate af haw' much

L-20-26 drair watar will be reduced through the implementation of On-Farm, In-District
Actions.
4,  Sections £53.2.3-3.2.5. These sections, which inctude: land: retiremeant as. part of

L-20-27 the drainage alternative, cumently exclude amy diseussiorr and costs for secie-
aconomic impacts asseciated with removing: lands froem production:. This. should be
addressed in the Executive Summary as well as the mair body. of the DEIS.

w

Tables 1-1, 1-2. The DEIS identifies Northerly Areas Qutside of the San Luis Unit,
L-20-28 which includes the Exchange Contractors and Ueita-Mendota CVP cantractors.
Westlands has acquired, through approved assignments, the CVP contract supply
from some Delta-Mendota CVP contractors. That should reduce the drainage
study area and area needing drainage service.

i

Section 144 Westlands land acqguisition program has resuited in land
fallowing/idling, not land retirement. As noted n Comment 1 above, the tenm
L-20-29 “retried” implies that the land has been taken out of proguciicn permanently, which
is incomect. Land fallowing under Westlands' land acquisition program is
temporary and short term and sheuld not imply that the land has teepr retired or
that the land use changed significantly.

™

Section 2.2.1.2. See Commen: 1 above. The iands acquired in ‘he Sagouspe
settlement have been temporanly fatlowed/idled. not permanently ratired. These
L-20-30 lands are cumently peing dorviand farmed. grazed, and mairtaited in 3 good
husbandry manner c minimize impacts ‘o neighboring fapds. The term “retired”
implies that the fand has beer taken out of production cermanently, which is
incorrect
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Westlands Water District
September 1, 2005
Page 5 of 8

(8. Table 2.3-1. Footnote 4 should be corrected to replace “rafired” with
L-20-31 :
fallowed/id'ed.

- 9.  Section 2.4.2. The DEIS states that only 50% of the totai capacity would be
constructed initially, with the remairing 50% caonstructed when needed. Westlands
L-20-32 is concerned that if the system is not completed now, there could be additonal
environmental reviews, permitting, etc. that could stall or prevent the additional
50% phase from being constructed.

13. Section 2.5. The DEIS states that the cost of acquiring land for land retirement

purpeses and to locate faciliies is estimated at $2.500/acre. It is Westlands'
L-20-33 understanding that lang values have recently exceeded this value, so there may
need to be an adjustment based on inflation or appreciation in the real estate
market in general. In addition, Westlands believes thal Lhis price may change, and
perhaps increase significantly, as crainage service is provided or expected to be
provided in the area.

The DEIS assumes that agne-third of the retired lands which are not used for
L-20-34 drainage facilities will be used for dry land tarming, ose-third: for gﬁaging;,,andione-
third fallowed. The DEIS provides no basis for this assumption, yet'the: future uses
of the retired lands is a major compeornent of the evaluation and: cost of the:
alternatives.

11. Section 2.11.4.1. In the second screening process. the scenario whtich: proposed
L-20-35 to refire afl lands in Westlands with Se concentration greater than 20'pply; resultirig
in 129,051 acres in Westltands being retired, is anaitermative that warrants: furtbier
examination, it is unclear why this aliemative was remaved: from: ifre selected:
scenarios.

12. Secticn 2.11.4.3. The DEIS states that Ocean disposal alternative with land
retirement was studied bul was not selected because 't was more expensive than
in-vailey. However, as has been discussed, if he selenium treatment does not

L-20-36 wark as expected. the cost of the in-valley solution could escalate resulting in the

ocean dispesal and land retirement altemative seing similar in costs or possibly

less expensive, Reclamation should give more serious consigeration to this
aiternative.

Section 5.1. The DEIS fails tc state that selenium gquantity continues to be added
to the affected area through annual storm runoff from the coastal range, specificaily
from Panoche-Silver Creek and Liftle Panoche Creek. Even if drainage was
pravided and sefenium was leached fram the soil, there wauld continue ‘o be a
new annual load that would be added. This new annual load should be considered
in the baseline affects.

0

L-20-37

14. Section §.2.12.3. This section seems g coniradict itseif on the benefits of refuge
L-20-38 ciscnarges ‘o the San Joaguin River. The first paragraph st@tes tha the discharmge
could increase the assimiiative capacity of the river. The second paragragh states
that although the refuge discharges contain high levels of canstitlents of concern
- to downstream users, the Action Altemnatives here could beneficially affect
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Westlands Water District
September 1, 2005
Fage 8 of 8

dewnstream delta users. It is unclear how the Action Alternatives, which would
reduce discharges to the San Joaquin River, would result in this beneficial effect
re:ative to refuge discharges. Further, the discharges to the river are now being

T regulated by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Contraf Board agricultural
waiver program. The monitoring may show that refuges will need to decrease orf
eliminate their discharges tc the San Joaguin River.

ol

Figure 8-8. The westerly imit of the geohydrologic cross section is not cefined. If
L-20-39 in fact it represents the westerly limit of the San Luis Unit and/cr the base of the
Coastal Range, the cross section is not carrect. The Corcoran Clay does not
extend that ‘ar west and the Figure shouid be comrected.

> |

Section 6. Westlands disagrees with the description of the existing condition for
groundwater, Generally, the Section states that the No-Acticn Alternative will be
beneficial compared to existing conditions since there will be additional permanent
iand retirement in Westlands under existing statutes and litigation setlements.
This is incorrect. Many of the lands that Westlands has acquired are currently
L-20-40 being either falltowed and/or drylard farmed, but could be put baek inte irfigated
praduction in accordance with ‘Westlands' Beard policies. The BEIS: shouldy not
assume that the lands acquired by Westlands urnder the No-Action: &
be permanently retired fromr irrigatect agpeulture. Thus, the: descriptiend of the
existing condition for groungwater shouid be revised te include the potential for
future irrigation on acquired lapds.

17. Sections 6.24.3, 6.2.5.3, 8.2.6.3, 6.2.7.3. The patagraph hat discusses. th&latEFal

flow resulting from the evaporation hasinsis confising. ThHe: DER < stha fhe
L-20-41 estimated sespage through. the evaporatian Basin weuld be: 1 faarmear Qe page:
6-2, the DEIS states that the dewnward velgeity of drain water is abigut 06
feet/year (Nnote Appendin E1.2.4 states. 0.7 feetiyear), thus over 50 years, e wafer
originating from the basin would only reach a depth of 30 feet. The excess Niow of
0.4 feet/year is assumed o move laterally and if that were converted to a volume
(based cn the basin size) and then distributed around the perimeter of the basin, it
would assume that ‘ateral movement of 500 feet is excessive. Additionatly, this
L-20-42 modeling assumes that the depth of groundwater 's 40 feet, which is not carrect.
Westlands requests that the modeling information be presented to the San Luis
Unit contractors for further evaluation. It is also likely that as the basins are usedq,
and based on the influent, the basins would seal up over time with the seepage
L-20-43 rate cf 1 footivear being overestimated.

18. Section 7.2.3.1. The 85.000 acres under the Westlands settlement shouid refer to
the lands as ‘allowec or dryland farmed anc not permanently retired. These lands

L-2044 are currently being cryiand farmed, grazed, and maintained in a good husbandry
manner o minimize impacts 1o neighbioring lands. The term “retired” impiies that
the tand has been taken aut of production permanently, wihich is incorrect

L-20-45 The Surrmer-Peck and Britz lands are cumrently owned by ‘Westlands and are not

under Federal ownership as descnbed.
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19. Section 7.2.4 1. The discussion of Retired Lands, on page 7-19, states “a total of
44 106 acres of active and fallowed agricultural jand wouid be acguired and
permanently retired under the In-Valley Disposal Altermative, an increase of 23,588
acres over cumment (2002) conditions, but 65,000 acres less than would be
expected over the next 50 years under No-Action.” This statement is confusing

L-20-46 and introduces a difference in existing conditions and no-action. Currently or in

2005, the existing conditions are equal to the No-Action Alternative in terms cf land

retirement and/or fallowed acreage. Thus, the inclusion of a camparison to current

(2002) doesn't seem wammanted. Further, if the current (2002) condition or baseline

is 10 be used, that should more prominently noted in the frant of the DEIS.

This comment aiso appiies to subsequent sections that include a discussion con
Retired Lands and includes a comparison to current (2002} conditions,

The No-Action impacts have been underestimated, as discussed in the general
L-2047 comments above. Therefore, comparisons of the alternatives to the MNo-Action
Afternative should be reevaluated.

20. Tables 7-6 thru 7-13. Each table includes a comparisan: of the: affectedwl:esaurce _
and area of potentiai effect to the Na-Action Alternative and exis
However, the only cifference between. the: No-Action Altermrat
conditions appears to be the: difference in retited:land. The: tHles:
assumption that the existing conditions will be® the samies
Aiternative throughout the fitty year planming cycle:  Alisers
would seem logical there would more differences tham Hemue
these tables between existing cenditions and the: Ng-Acti@m. Al

L-20-48

21. Section 8 The DEIS fails: to state that seleriuny continues. tg: be: added to- the
L-20-49 affected area through annuat sterm runeff finm the caastal. range. and spexificaily
Panache-Silver Creek. Even If drainage is provided and selenium is:leached from
the soil, there will continue to be a new annual load that will be added into the
drainage system.

L-20-50 22. Section 10. The DEIS states that purchased energy wouid: be used faor the project.

Is the use of Project Use Power from Reclamation not avaitable for this purpose?
23. Section 12.2.3.2. Page 12-7 states that natural drainage is estimated at 0.25
L-20-51 AFfacrefyear. That seems to conflict with page 6-2, which states that the
downward velocity of drain water is about 0.6 feet/yvear.

24. Figures 12-2 and 12-6. These charts are problematic. There is little difference
L-20-52 between sail water quality between a drained and undrained fieid under the actions
alternative and the No-Action Alternative. If drainage service is needed 0 keep
lands in groduction, these charts provide little evidence that drainage will improve
soil and water quality conditions. Additionaily, it weuld be expecteg thak over time
L-20-53 the land would be reclaimed and salt remaved that has accumuaied over thme,
however, Figure 12-8 does not show this occurring.
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L-20-54

L-20-55

L-20-56

L-20-57

Westiands Water District
September 1, 2005
Page 8 of 8

25. Section 13.1 The DJEIS states that, "Based on the Westands 2002 crcp repcrt
{www.westlandswater.org}, it appears that about 10C,000 acres of land are now
idle or fallowed. Many of these lands appear to be idle because of salinity and
drainage protlems.” Assuming this is the case, why has the DEIS only assumed
only 20.518 acres fallowediretired under existing conditions and not 100,000 acres.

26, Section 17.2.3. The DEIS states that, “Approxmately 65,000 acres of land within
the drainage-impaired area of Westlands would bhe retired from agricultura
production and land retirement payments of $100 milion would be paid by
Westlands to compensate landowners for lost farm revenues.” The statement
should state that Westlands utilized $100 million in district financing to acquire uo
o 100,000 acres within the district which inciudes the lands under the Peck, Britz,
and Sagouspe seiflements. The lands acquired under the Peck and Briz
settlement wil no longer be imigated; however, the belance of the acquired lands
are temporarily fallowed/idled, but may be irrigated in the future.

27. Figure 17-2, Table 17-3. The results shown fail to recagnize any additional land
fallowing/idling/retirement that may occur uncer the No-Action Altermative from lack
of drainage service being provided. The information presented sheuld: include
some assumption that additiaral fand will go out of gproduction under the No-Action
Ajternative.

28. Appendix E1.2.4. Comment 17 aisc applies here. The medet resuits: showr: in:this
section appear {0 be based on an effective depth of groundwaier assumed‘twlae
equal to 40 feet, from Section £1.1. However, nawhere in thezdcatmag& service
area where the avaperation basins will de sited’ s groundwater depth 48 feet.
Accord:ngLy the estimates of lateral seepage are averestimated, and further, i
there is a saturated aguifer under the evagoration basins it is. unlikely the infiltration

o rate will be 1 footlvear, rather it will be closer to 0.7 feetfyear.

Westlands appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this DEIS and looks
forward to warking with Reclamation through this environmenntal review process. Do not
hesitate to call me at 559-241-6215 if you have any questions or want to discuss our
comments.

Sincerely,

NSl O~

Thaddeus L. Bettner, PE
Deputy General Manager-Resourcaes

3060172
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-20

L-20-1-3

See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to the description and assumptions used for the No
Action Alternative.

L-20-4

The No Action Alternative assumes that more than 109,000 acres of the most affected lands
would already be idled and out of production. The analysis indicates that remaining lands in the
drainage-affected area could continue to be farmed, but at a restricted crop mix, lower revenues,
and higher costs.

It is extremely difficult to predict when and how much land might go out of production solely
due to drainage conditions. Some lands in the drainage-impaired area have continued in
production for many years without drainage service, though crop mix, revenues, and costs are
affected. Decisions to idle land would be influenced by a combination of factors, including
drainage conditions, water-supply availability, and economic conditions (e.g., crop prices and
input costs).

Section 12 of the Final EIS has been amended to describe how impacts would change if more
land were idled under the No Action Alternative.

L-20-5
See Response to Comment L-20-4.

L-20-6 - 8
See Master Response ALT-NL1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative.

L-20-9

Reclamation disagrees that the impacts to agricultural production are underestimated in the No
Action Alternative. While uncertainties exist in any impact analysis, analysis of the action
alternatives was conducted using the same methodology as that used for the No Action
Alternative. Therefore, comparison of No Action to action alternatives provides a reasonable
assessment of the effects of the action alternatives on agricultural production.

L-20-10
The project schedule is as aggressive as possible.

L-20-11, 12
See Master Response ALT-ML1 in regard to project funding.
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L-20-13
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-20-14

Cost effectiveness, ability to implement, and acceptability of the Ocean Disposal Alternative
were all important factors that contributed to the preference for In-Valley Alternatives over Out-
of-Valley Disposal Alternatives. The process for this evaluation is described in the EIS and
previous Plan Formulation Reports. See Master Response ALT-AL.

L-20-15

The comment is noted. Since all of the action alternatives would exceed the current Federal
spending limit authorized under the San Luis Act, Reclamation is required to obtain
Congressional authorization to increase the project funding ceiling for the San Luis Unit. In
addition to authorizing an increase in the spending limit for the San Luis Unit, Congress must
also provide annual appropriations to fund the final design, construction, and acquisition phases
required to implement the features of the selected alternative.

L-20-16
See Master Response ALT-ML1 in regard to funding and authorization.

L-20-17
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs.

L-20-18
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement.

L-20-19
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

L-20-20

Appendix B of the Final EIS has been updated to provide more recent information on pilot
biotreatment system performance. Reclamation is confident that the system will remove Se to
<10 pg/L.

L-20-21

As with any commercially available technology or product, market conditions determine pricing.
Recent cost data for new biotreatment plants under contract indicate that costs are coming down.
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L-20-22, 23

See Master Responses MIT-1, ALT-T1, and GEN-1, which discuss adaptive management and
monitoring, the evaluation of treatment technologies, and the level of design of the Draft EIS,
respectively.

L-20-24

The discussion of the Sagouspe settlement in Section ES3. 1 has been revised to describe the
acquired lands as “temporarily fallowed.”

L-20-25
Comment noted. The environmentally preferred alternative has been identified in the Final EIS.

L-20-26

Table ES-1 shows that the reduction in drainwater due to on-farm, in-district actions ranges from
9,000 to 27,000 AF/yr (subtracting Row 2 from Row 1).

L-20-27

The analysis of Land Retirement Alternatives indicated that economic and social/environmental
justice effects would not be significant, as discussed in Sections 17.2 and 18.2. Therefore,
socioeconomic effects were not included in the Executive Summary description of adverse
impacts (Table ES-10).

L-20-28

Broadview Water District lands acquired by Westlands are assumed to be retired under the In-
Valley Alternatives and have been included in the estimates of drainage volumes requiring
service. Additional changes in other adjacent lands in the Northerly Area would serve to reduce
the requirements for service. Therefore, disclosed impacts may be greater than those that may
actually occur, which is in compliance with NEPA requirements. Additional information from
actions occurring during the EIS preparation would be considered in the preparation of the
Feasibility Study and subsequent construction documents for the selected and funded alternative.

L-20-29

The discussion of Westlands’ land acquisition program in Section 1.4.4 has been revised to use
land “acquisition” instead of “retirement.”

L-20-30

The discussion in Section 2.2.1.2 on page 2-5 of the Draft EIS has been revised to explain the
status of the lands and differentiate the terms “fallowed” and “retired.”
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L-20-31

The text of footnote 4 in Table 2.3-1 has been revised to say “affected by” rather than “retired
under.”

L-20-32

While unforeseen events may trigger changes in the proposed action that require additional
analysis, it is the intent of Reclamation to provide full NEPA compliance with this Final EIS.

L-20-33

Costs per acre for non-irrigation covenants shown in the EIS are based on recent appraisals
conducted by Reclamation. While land values may vary over time, costs for non-irrigation
covenants are not necessarily reflected in these varying land costs.

L-20-34

Reclamation based its assumptions about land use on retired lands upon current conditions at
other retired lands in the San Joaquin Valley. These assumptions were needed to evaluate
operations and maintenance costs for retired lands and to reasonably account for land
management costs needed to avoid nuisance conditions. Alternative land uses could be proposed
for the retired lands in the future, and at that time the proposed actions would be required to
undergo environmental review as required by NEPA and/or CEQA.

The O&M costs for lands retired under the In-Valley Alternatives would not be significantly
affected by the distribution of land uses among dryland farming, grazing, and fallowing.

L-20-35

The scenario that proposed to retire all lands in Westlands with Se concentrations greater than 20
ppb was eliminated from the list of alternatives because it was similar to the In-Valley/Water
Needs Land Retirement Alternative and was subsequently combined with that alternative.

L-20-36

As discussed in Master Response ALT-T1, Reclamation considers that Se treatment is
technically reliable and effective to the level described in the EIS. It is not expected that costs of
the In-Valley Disposal Alternative would increase such that the Ocean Disposal Alternative
would become more economically attractive.

L-20-37

The commenter noted that the Draft EIS failed to state that Se quantity continues to be added to
the affected area through annual storm runoff from the coastal range. Section 5.1 has been
revised to reflect the continuing load from runoff.
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L-20-38

The action and No Action alternatives all assume removal of Grassland Bypass Project flows
from the San Joaquin River. Removal of the discharge would have a beneficial effect on river
water quality. Discharges from Westlands and wildlife areas may increase under CVPIA. These
increases would result in increases in salt loads and flows in the San Joaquin River but would
dilute Se concentrations. The analysis of water quality and flow in the San Joaquin River has
been supplemented in the Final EIS with the results from CALSIM Il in Section 5.

L-20-39

The geohydrologic section of the western San Joaquin Valley (Figure 6-5) is modified from
USGS publications reporting results from the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program. The USGS
geohydrologic section was developed from previous USGS and DWR reports and new data
collected as part of the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program.

The USGS reference for the original geohydrologic section is cited in the Draft EIS. The authors
show that their section line extends from I-5 in the west to the San Joaquin River in the east; the
section line is generally aligned with Panoche Creek. In this portion of the drainage study area,
previous studies show that the Corcoran Clay extends westward as shown in the geohydrologic
section of Figure 6-5. Belitz and Heimes (1990) show the presence of the Corcoran Clay at the
western edge of this section. South of the section line location are some areas where the
Corcoran Clay does not extend as far west.

L-20-40

Existing conditions for groundwater are those conditions occurring in 2001, whereas the No
Action Alternative defines conditions through the planning time frame if drainage service is not
provided to the San Luis Unit. Under No Action, a mix of permanently retired lands and lands
retired through the Westlands land acquisition program is assumed. The analysis recognizes that
acquired lands can practice dryland farming or irrigate with non-CVP water (for example, local
groundwater, transfer water, and so forth); for the Draft EIS, 10 percent of the acquired lands
were assumed irrigated in any given year. Therefore, the No Action Alternative does not assume
acquired lands are permanently retired. Furthermore, it is important to note in the analysis that
land retirement, whether permanent or through the Westlands land acquisition program, were
assumed to occur after 2001. Removal of any quantity of irrigated land after 2001 produces a
beneficial effect relative to 2001 conditions.

L-20-41

Seepage through the evaporation basin bottom is under ponded conditions (unit gradient), and,
therefore, determined by the assumed basin bottom vertical hydraulic conductivity (1 foot/year).
Once past the pond bottom, water can continue moving vertically downward or move laterally
away from the pond; if shallow water table conditions occur adjacent to the pond (depth to water
less than 7 feet below land surface), a portion of the pond seepage can also be evaporated.

Page 6-2 of the Draft EIS cites “the downward velocity of the poor quality groundwater at about
0.6 foot/year” — no reference is made to drainwater — which is different from the seepage across
the evaporation basin bottom. Specifically, the groundwater velocity is the average specific
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discharge across the Corcoran Clay (0.27 foot/year) divided by the average porosity (0.42),
which is 0.64 foot/year.

Appendix E1, Section E1.2.4 does not reference a value for drainwater or groundwater velocity;
however, Section E1.1.2 references 0.7 foot/year as the net vertical downward groundwater flow
(not velocity) past the 50-foot aquifer depth. The vertical groundwater flow past the 50-foot
depth is different from pond bottom seepage and groundwater velocity and, therefore, subtracting
groundwater velocity from seepage rate does not equal “excess flow,” and any conclusions based
on this calculation are incorrect.

L-20-42

Two models were used to evaluate the evaporation basins: a site groundwater-flow model
assessed the extent of lateral seepage, and a geochemical model assessed groundwater quality
changes. The site groundwater-flow model was developed from information provided by the
USGS groundwater-flow model. Vertical and lateral boundary conditions are therefore reflective
of the current understanding of the westside San Joaquin Valley geohydrology. The geochemical
modeling assessed salinity changes in four 10-foot-depth intervals of the upper saturated
groundwater system; it does not assume groundwater beneath the evaporation basins is 40 feet
deep. The 40-foot analysis depth coincides with the estimated depth of water-quality changes
beneath the basins during a 50-year operation period. Graphs showing changes in groundwater
quality presented in the report indicate minimal changes at the 40-foot depth after 50 years.
Therefore, extending the model to depths below 40 feet is unnecessary and would not provide
additional information. Substantial detail on the modeling is provided in Appendix E3.

L-20-43

The Draft EIS uses a maximum assumed seepage rate based on a unit gradient and saturated
basin bottom vertical hydraulic conductivity (1 foot/year). The Draft EIS acknowledges that
basin bottom vertical hydraulic conductivity most likely will decrease with time as a result of
mineral coatings, swelling and dispersion, and so forth. The Draft EIS calculations are therefore
considered conservative, and estimate maximum potential impacts attributed to maximum
assumed seepage rates. Appendix E1 describes the modeling and the evaluation of lower seepage
rates from the basins. Figure E1-2 in Appendix E1 shows the sensitivity of water quality impacts
to reduced seepage rates.

L-20-44

The statement in Section 7.2.3.1 regarding the 65,000 acres in Westlands has been modified to
include a reference to the full description of these lands presented in Section 2.2.1.2, which
states: “The [Westlands Settlement Agreement] would allow these lands to come back into
production if and when Reclamation provides drainage service.”

L-20-45

The Final EIS has been revised to indicate that the Sumner Peck and Britz lands are owned by
Westlands.
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L-20-46
See Master Response ALT-N1 regarding assumptions for existing conditions and No Action.

L-20-47
See Response to Comment L-20-6.

L-20-48

Tables 7-6 through 7-13 present an accurate depiction of changes between No Action and
existing conditions. Removal of 65,000 acres from irrigation under No Action is a large change
compared to existing conditions. This analysis is consistent with the results of the impacts on
agricultural production and economics shown in Section 12.

L-20-49
See Response to Comment L-20-37.

L-20-50

All project power currently being produced is fully subscribed. Therefore, any project power
needed for additional drainage features would reduce the energy available to current power
customers and would need to be replaced. It is not necessary to identify whether project power
would be used to operate the drainage features in order to determine the impacts that would
occur as a result of project-related energy use. Realistically, the regional energy impact can be
described as the amount of energy (acquired on the spot market) needed to operate the project
drainage facilities.

L-20-51

“Natural drainage” is the net outflow from the shallowest groundwater, which is percolating
irrigation water that migrates past crop roots and, if present, tile drains. Page 6-2 of the Draft EIS
cites “the downward velocity of the poor quality groundwater at about 0.6 foot/year.” No
reference is made to drainwater. The groundwater velocity cited is the average specific discharge
across the Corcoran Clay (0.27 foot/year) divided by the average porosity (0.42), which is 0.64
foot/year. “Drainwater” is the water produced by tile drains, which is different from natural
drainage and groundwater velocity.

L-20-52

Groundwater analysis indicates that, even with drainage, the level and quality of shallow
groundwater improves relatively slowly. Soil salinity is affected to an important degree by salt
moving up from the shallow groundwater, so if the shallow groundwater level and quality
improves only slowly, soil salinity trends will reflect that.

More importantly, the installation of drains is not the only difference in the comparison of
conditions with drains versus without drains. The No Action Alternative analysis indicates that
other important management costs must be incurred to keep the soil in a marginally productive
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condition. Specifically, higher irrigation management costs are incurred, crop mix is restricted,
and revenues are lower.

For these reasons, the soil water-quality trend over time is only one of the indicators for judging
agricultural impacts. The soil EC values shown in Table 12-4 are a better indicator of the
improvement in soil conditions with drainage compared to no drainage. These EC changes allow
for a much wider selection of crops and improved net crop revenues. Aggregate salt balance
changes are also shown in Table 12-6, and overall benefits to crop net revenues are shown in
Table 12-7. The interaction and importance of these indicators is discussed in Section 12.

L-20-53
See Response to Comment L-20-52.

L-20-54

The comment questions whether the assumptions listed in Table 2.3-1 for the number of acres
retired in Westlands for 2002 (20,518) are consistent with Section 13.1 of the Draft EIS, which
states that as of 2001 approximately 100,000 acres were idle or fallowed in Westlands. Idle or
fallow land is not necessarily retired land, and therefore the two values are not necessarily
comparable.

L-20-55

The discussion in Section 17.2.3 has been modified to include the information provided in the
comment.

L-20-56

The No Action Alternative assumes that more than 109,000 acres of the most affected lands
would already be idled and out of production. The analysis indicates that remaining lands in the
drainage-affected area could continue to be farmed, but at a restricted crop mix, lower revenues,
and higher costs.

It is extremely difficult to predict when and how much land might go out of production solely
due to drainage conditions. Some lands in the drainage-impaired area have continued in
production for many years without drainage service, though crop mix, revenues, and costs are
affected. Decisions to idle land would be influenced by a combination of factors, including
drainage conditions, water-supply availability, and economic conditions (e.g., crop prices and
input costs).

Section 12 of the Final EIS has been amended to describe how impacts would change if more
land were idled under the No Action Alternative.

L-20-57

Two models were used to evaluate the evaporation basins: a site groundwater-flow model
assessed the extent of lateral seepage, and a geochemical model assessed groundwater quality
changes. The site groundwater-flow model was developed from information provided by the
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USGS groundwater-flow model. Vertical and lateral boundary conditions are therefore reflective
of the current understanding of the westside San Joaquin Valley geohydrology. The geochemical
modeling assessed salinity changes in four 10-foot depth intervals of the upper saturated
groundwater system; it does not assume groundwater beneath the evaporation basins is 40 feet
deep. The 40-foot analysis depth coincides with the estimated depth of water-quality changes
beneath the basins during a 50-year operation period. Graphs showing changes in groundwater
quality presented in the report indicate minimal changes at the 40-foot depth after 50 years.
Therefore, extending the model to depths below 40 feet is unnecessary and would not provide
additional information. Substantial detail on the modeling is provided in Appendix E3.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-92



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

COMMENT L-21. WESTSIDE RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT, SARGE
GREEN AND VASHECK CERVINKA

WESTSIDE RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT
P.0. BOX 38
TRANQUILLITY, CA 93668

“Serving over one million acres of the San Joaquin Yalley with leadership in the wise use of resources.”

August 30, 1005

Ms. Claire Jacquemin

USDI — Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento. CA 95825
MP-700

VIA FACSIMILE —915-978-5094
SUBIECT:  San Luis Draipage Feature Re-evaluation

Thank you for extending the comment period for the subject “draft” EIS Westside
Resource Conservation District has contracted with a consultant to provide us with
drainage management expertise and our coatract consultans recommended we provide the
attached comments for your consideration. Please consider the anached as the comments
of the District.

Thank you again and should you have any questions please call me or Mr. Cervinka at
the numbers on the letterhead.

Sincerely,

e 0

Sarge Green
Secretary-Manager

Enc. Comments fom Vashek Cervinka

Board af Darevtom: Presidont, Jotn Diener, Yice Prondent, Bob Vias: Lindo Anderson, Rick Blankeminp, Gene Broghelli,
Jorgen Clausen, ['hil Crro, Cruig: Finster, Sam Jobasen

Mannper, Sarge Grean: Fianaial Oficer. Mike Cumone;, Covrdinaiors. Arroyo Passjera CRMT, Emdn Uallentine
WDM/Salinmy Masagamend, Bod Mot Panoche-Siiver Creck and Croms-Salt Creck CRMP i inda Ballentine

Telephame 379 GOK. 7225 Facsimyle 358 691K 5103 o mu! earpe@irpd com
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L-21-1

L-21-2

L-21-3

L-21-4

L-21-5

L-21-6
L-21-7
L-21-8

L-21-9

Reclamation—San Luis Drainage Statement D E1S (May 2005)

Reviewed by Vashek Cervinka
July 19, 2005

Comments and suggestions:

Sustainable agriculture in the San Luis Unit and in the region is the objective
of the project. A techntcally appropriate statement would specify the
objective as “sustainable agriculture on land that was not retired”. The
Reclamation EIS (REIS) indicates these potential percentages of retired
land: 11.6 %, 19.2 %, 24.4 %, 51.2 %, and 81.3 %.
Another objective of the project is to provide a complete drainage solution
from production to disposal. and avoid a partial solution or 2 solution with
undefined components. The REIS’s planning period is 50 years and it
astimates the amount of salt from 100,000 to 700,000 t/year. The amount of
salt accumulated in evaporation basins would be within the range 5,000,000
to 35,000,000 tons during this planning period. Sustainable agriculture must
operate well beyond this period. REIS is suggesting the disposal of drainage
[water into evaporation basins, salt crystallization and salt burial. The
experience of the Westside RCD (Mendota project) and AndrewsAg project
indicates that handling of even a small volume of salt is very expensive. The
evaluation of drainagc alternatives need to include the costs of salt handling
and burial.

_REIS considers recycling drainage water. This method is not compatible
with sustainable farming.

REIS considers the risky concept of disposing drainage water into
evaporation basins. Selenium biotreatiment is proposed before disposing the
drainage water inta evaporation basins. REIS shouid evaluate potential
| conditions when bictreatment facilities would either not operate at expected
performance or would maifunction Would drainage water at a given Se
[content be discharged into evaporation basins? What would be the
economic and ecological consequences? This is a realistic concern; even
:the advanced science and technology in the space program does not always
tunction at expected performance levels. Can the Federal govemnment

guarantee funds for the service and operation of biotrearment plants for the
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L-21-10

L-21-11

L-21-12

L-21-13

L-21-14

L-21-15

L-21-16

L-21-17

L-21-18

next 50 {plus) vears? Could growers service and operate these biotreatment
selenium plants In the case government funds are not available or
government policies are changed?

REIS describes a drainage program that is energy intensive. This proposal
indicates that energy requirements will not significantly increase the demand
on the PG&E electricity supplies. However, REIS does not evaluate the
| _effect of increasing energy costs. It is realistic to anticipate continuous
increase of energy costs. How will this increase affect water treatment and
conveyance systems? Could growers pay for the operation of these systems
for water treatment and conveyance in the case government funds are not
available any longer or government policies are changed? REIS should
evaluate the potential cffect of increased energy costs.

REIS describes several drainage options. "No action” is one of these
options, This option should be preferably named ”No action by the Bureau
of Reclamation.”

REIS should consider including an additional drainage option named
“Growers driven drainage program (supported by government
agencies)”. This optdon would recognize recent salinity and selenium
conirol activities on farms in the San Joaquin Valley.

Energy and overall operating costs are a function of the volume of drainage
water to be managed. REIS is suggesting to receive drainage water from
farms and manage (reuse) 1t i the reusc areas. The construction and
operating (incl. energy) costs would be sigmificantly reduced if the first reuse
was performed on farms. This would not be a new concept, as many
growers liave been operating in this way. Panoche Water District receives
all drainage water in the reuse area. RELS could consider both options with
significant savings in construction and operational costs.

Water conveyance is the essential component in REIS. Drainage water will
be rransported on large distances in 6 to 167 pipes. REIS considers neither
the technical problems nor costs associated with these pipes.

REIS esumates the average drainage rate at 0.25 affac/yr. The results of the
WRCD Demonstration project (RRR) indicate that the drainage rate afier the
1™ reuse is about 0.03 - 0.06 af/ac/yr. This offers the potential of reducing
drainage water flow in conveyance facilities to reuse/treatment areas by 4-3
times when the 1™ reuse would be performed on farms. REIS also mentions
that the reuse reduces the volume of drainage water by about 75 percent.
This would reduce the construction and operational costs as well as energy

demand,
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L-21-19

L-21-20

L-21-21

L-21-22

L-21-23

L-21-24
L-21-25

L-21-26

L-21-27

L-21-28

L-21-29

L-21-30

REIS does not include trees as a component of drainage systems. Trees
lower water tables, use drainage water (as “vertical drains”™), intercept
subsurface flows of groundwater, can be harvested as saline biomass for
energy and industrial uses, creaie opportunities for improving socio-
economic conditions, enhance the aesthetic value of farming areas. and
| _improve air quality.

REIS has tried to base its alternatives on proved technologies. Thus, it
recommends applying old and energy intensive methods for the next 50
(plus) years. This creates a certain contradiction, as experience indicates
that the sustainability of future fanming cannot be achicved by old

[ practices. Further, it should be noted that some recommended technologies

have not yet been sufficiently tested in agriculture.

For the benefit of future farming, REIS could consider the following
conditions and options:

Use o-engineering methods, effective and less energy intensive, for the
concentration of salts in drainage water.

Control potentially hazardous selenium by producing selenjum-enriched
crops, by using appropriate irrigation practices, and by discharging the
final volume of concentrated drainage water in disposal areas that are not
attractive for wildlife.

Value farmland as a very important resource for fiture generations.

Use solar energy for pumping drainage water.

Use trees for the management of drainage water, and for economic,
ecological and aesthetic reasons,

Concentrate salt in drainage water through its reuse by salt tolerant energy
and industrial crops.

Develop salt tolerant crops, reusing drainage water, for industrial and
encrgy markets.

Evaluate the government capability, both economic and political, to fund
drainage activities for the next 50 (plus) years. Ifthis capability cannot be
guaranteed, then develop drainage (salt and selenium) methods that would

| be economically feasible for growers.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-21

L-21-1

The purpose and need (Section 1.1) and objectives have been reviewed extensively and
formulated with input from all cooperating agencies. Reclamation believes they are accurate and

appropriate as

written.
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L-21-2

Reclamation agrees with the comment that agriculture should be sustainable. For the purpose of
this EIS, a 50-year planned period was selected.

L-21-3
Costs of salt handling and burial are included in the total project costs.

L-21-4

Previous recycling projects in the Northerly Area have demonstrated that with careful
management of blended water EC, agriculture can be sustained. See Section 2.2.1.1 for a
discussion of reuse facilities in operation since 2001.

L-21-5
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

L-21-6

In regard to whether drainwater at a given Se content would be discharged into evaporation
basins, drainwater would be reused, and drainage from the reuse area would be treated and
discharged to evaporation basins. Existing Se treatment data suggest that Se concentrations
would be less than 10 mg/L in treated drainwater.

L-21-7

The economic evaluation is discussed in Section 17, and mitigation cost estimates are provided
in Appendix O.

L-21-8
Se bioaccumulation and biological impacts are discussed in Sections 7.2 and 8.2 of the EIS.

L-21-9
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to project funding.

L-21-10

Reclamation analyzed drainage service as a Federal project pursuant to the San Luis Act. It is
outside of the scope of this EIS to evaluate the potential actions of individual growers and to
analyze for all future situations such as status of Federal funds.
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L-21-11

See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives. Costs
and escalation factors for energy were developed based on accepted practices for Reclamation
projects.

L-21-12
See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives.

L-21-13

Reclamation analyzed drainage service as a Federal project pursuant to the San Luis Act. It is
outside of the scope of this EIS to evaluate the potential actions of individual growers and to
analyze for all future situations such as status of Federal funds.

L-21-14

“No Action” is NEPA terminology and represents no action by the lead Federal agency to
address the identified need. We believe that “by the Bureau of Reclamation” is sufficiently
implied.

L-21-15

The comment is noted. Ongoing programs in drainage and salinity management were considered
in the development of the project alternatives.

L-21-16

On-farm reuse was considered but not incorporated directly into the drainage service alternatives
for several reasons. The purpose of the project, as described in Section 1.1, is to provide
agricultural drainage service to the San Luis Unit and the general area. Reclamation has no
authority, mechanism, or desire to dictate cropping decisions or on-farm management decisions
to individual farmers. Reclamation determined reasonable source control that districts and
farmers could be expected to accomplish, without impairment to agricultural productivity, and
the quantity of drainwater accepted into the drainage system is limited to that determined
necessary to maintain salt and water balance in the root zone of irrigated lands. Farmers and
districts can choose to implement source control actions, including on-farm reuse, as appropriate,
given individual conditions and circumstances. Additionally, a significant advantage of regional
reuse is the greater control, and cost savings, for management and monitoring in fewer locations.

L-21-17

Costs for drainwater pipelines to reuse areas are included in the project cost estimate. Also see
Master Responses GEN-1 and SW-15.
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L-21-18
See Response to Comment L-21-16.

L-21-19

Section 2.3.2.3 lists a variety of crops that would be considered suitable for any reuse area.
Specific directives about which crop types should be grown are not intended but are left up to the
management of each reuse facility. Adaptive management would allow changes in crops in
response to salinity or economic conditions in the future. Tree varieties are included in Section
2.3.2.3 as a part of the potential crop mix.

L-21-20

See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

L-21-21
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

L-21-22

Reclamation considered a variety of treatment methods to concentrate salts in the drainwater and
selected the one that best fit the project needs for inclusion in the Draft EIS. Reuse areas
accomplish the salt concentration objectives stated in the comments. Reclamation believes that
biotreatment is the best method for Se treatment.

L-21-23

Valley crops do not have adequate capacity to control Se through enrichment. Drainage service
alternatives include improved irrigation efficiencies and evaporation basin designs that minimize
attraction to wildlife. See Appendices G and J for a description of design and management
measures that will be used to minimize impacts to wildlife. See Master Response ALT-T1 for a
discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

L-21-24

Reclamation agrees with the comment. As stated in Section 1.1, the purpose of the proposed
project is to provide agricultural drainage service to achieve a long-term sustainable salt and
water balance needed to ensure sustainable agriculture in the San Luis Unit and the region.
Farmland resources, including Prime and Unique Farmlands and Farmlands of Statewide
Importance, are discussed in Section 13 and Appendix | of the EIS.

L-21-25

Appraisal-level designs in the EIS are limited in some technical details, as discussed in Master
Response GEN-1. Final designs for drainage service will consider using solar-powered pumps.
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L-21-26
See Response to Comment L-21-19.

L-21-27

The drainwater reuse areas are expected to be developed with a variety of crop types.
Management of each reuse area would be flexible enough to adapt to changes in crop types to fit
water use requirements or provide economic return to offset reuse operations cost. Salt-tolerant
crops that have large irrigation water demands would make up the bulk of the crop types because
they can use up drainwater without requiring a large land area (reuse size).

L-21-28
See Response to Comment L-21-27.

L-21-29
See Master Response ALT-ML1 in regard to project funding.

L-21-30
The comment is noted.
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COMMENT L-22. BANTA-CARBONA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, DAVID
WEISENBERGER
OFFICERS DIRECTORS
James M. Ml cod James M. McLeaod
President Charles Alecock

James Thoming
Roger Elissagaray
Keith E. Rohertson

Charles Aleock
Viee-Presidene

Margarer (6. Howe
Secretary-Treasurer

Attorngys
Jeanne Zolezzi
Jenniter Spaletra

Assessor-Collector

Javid Weisenberger

Cieneral Manager of
Heu CEHGILFILE Coon
RECENED
~ ) ! . _ SEP 0 2 2005
3514 West Lehman Road - P.O. Box 299 + Tracy, California 95378-029 i
Phoue (209) $35-9670 » Fax (209) 835-2009 SR pAcnon | SiTeE
i
Aungust 31, 2003
VIA FACSIMILE AND U S. MAJL
(916) 973-50%4
Ms. Ciaire Jacquemin *JZE
U.S. Bureaun of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700,
Sacramento, CA 95825
o
R

Re: Comments on San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental Impact Staicment

Dear Ms, Jacquemin;

These comments are submitted on behalf of Banta-Carbona [rrigation District (BCID) to the U §.
Department of the Interior - Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) San Luis Drainage Featurc Re-
Evaluation (Re-evaluation) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) dated May 2005. BCID’s
interest in commenting on the Draft EIS is twofold. First, BCID has scoior water rights to divert water
from the San Joaquin River:

1. Pre 1914 rights obtained pursuant to a Water Appropriation Notice filed in 1911 by
T.C. MacChesneyv for 200 ¢fs for irmi gation, domestic, power, and all other applied
uses on the westerly side of the San Joaquin and other Counties of Califormia.

2 License 5404 with a priority date July 23, 1920, gives the District the right to divert
179.69 cfs from February 1 through November 30 of each vear.

(¥

License 5476 with a priority date of October 29, 1926, authorizes the diversion of
25.14 cfs from the San Joaquin River for irrigation from February 1 through
November 30 of each year.

Because BCID exercises these rights by diverting directly from the San Joaquin River, it is verv
concerned with ensuring that the water quality is of a sufficient quality for their agricultural production,
and water lcvels in the San Joaquin River are sufficient to allow them to run their pumps.
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Ms. Claire Jacquemin
AUgust 1772005 Cmmm e
Page 20l 5

GENERAL COMMENTS

The purpose for the Re-evaluation is to formulate a plan that provides agricultural drainage
service to the San Luis Unit that “achicves long term, sustainable salt and water balance in the roct zone
of irngated lands.” Fundamental to this purpose must be for Reclamation to mitigate the past and future
harmm that it has caused to the San Joaquin River from the fack of drainage to the San Luis Unit and ather
neighboring districts. However, such mitigation cannot come at the cxpense of other downstream
diverters with priority water rights on the San Joaguin River.

L-22-1a

The San Joaquin River is affected by the salt load and quantity of flow on the Lower San Joagquin
River from 3 combination of upstream diversions, discharges of saline drainage water to the San Joaquin
River and subsurface accretions to the river from groundwater. The State Water Rescurces Control
Board recently summarized the situation on the San Joaquin River this way:

“. . .the SWRCB finds that the actions of the CVP are the principal cause of the salinity concentrations
exceeding the objective at Vernalis. The salinity problem at Vernalis is the resuit of saline discharges to the
river, principally from irrigaied agriculture, corabined with low flows in the river due to upstream water
development. The source of much of the saline discharge to the San Joaquin River is from lands on the
west side of the San foaquin Valley which are irrigated with water provided from the Delta by the CVP,
primarily through the Delta-Mendota Canal and the San Luis Unit. The capacity of the lower San Joaquin
River to assimilate the agricultural drainage has been significantly reduced through the diversion of high
quality flows from the upper San Joaquin River by the CVP at Friant. The USBR, through its activities
associated with operating the CVP in the San Joaquin River basin, is responsible for significant
deterioration of ilte water quality in the southern Delta™ D 1641 at p. 83,

BCID, a senior water rights holder, has historically borne a disproportionate burden as a diverter on the
San Joaquin River, both from a water supply and water quality perspective.

The Dratft EIS is inadequate in its discussion of how any of the alternatives will affect the San

L-22-1b Joaquin River water quality and quantity either in the short term or long term.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Section 1 — Purpose and Need for Action

Section !.1: Purposc and Need for Action

This section describes four refated project objectives used to develop the aiternatives to be
L-22-2| .valuated in the Draft EIS to achieve the overall purposc and need for the project. In addition to the four
|_dentified in this section, the Draft EIS must also include the objective of no re-directed impacts to other
water users within the Project Area. It is essential in implementing the Preferred Alternative that other
L-22-3| water users arc not adversely impacted, in specific, BCID is concerned that implementation may have an
|_adverse impact on flows in the San Joaquin River. Any reduction in flows in the San Jeaguin River must
L-22-4| be mitigated in some manner that will not impact cther water users in the San Joaquin Valley.

Section 1.3.1: Areas Needing Drainage

There is a discussion in this section that “net all of the landowners withir the druinage sem’icé
area would instal! on-farm drainage svstems. Some farmers would elect net it install drains based on
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Ms. Claire Ja(:quemjn__ N
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L-22-5

L-22-6
L-22-7
L-22-8

L-22-9

L-22-10

L-22-11

L-22-12

L-22-13

L-22-14

L-22-15

Page 30f 5

localized conditions and economic considerations” and therefore only two-thirds of the acreage was
_included in the “areas needing drainage.” How does this factor into the overail drainage solution?
Currently, lands within the Northerly Area drain in the San Joaquin River. Will this practice continue and
[what will be the affect on water quality and flow in the San Joaguin River? The Draft EIS must include
[~an analysis of how the continuation of the landowners’ current practice will affect the overall drainage
solution.

Section 2 ~ Alternatives
- The discussion under Reverse Osmosis (RO) Treaiment under the In Valley Disposal Alternative
assumes that product water generated from the RO treatment would be conveyed to and biended with
CVP water in a nearby canal. This is an improper assumption. Mitigation in the form of releases of
“product water” into the San Joaquin River may be required in order to mitigate for the adverse affect of

|_the drainage reduction on San Joaquin River flows, and this alternative must be evaluated.
Section 5 - Surface Water Resources

Section 5.1.2 Water Quality in San Joaquin River Reaches and Tributaries

The Draft EIS uses water quality data from 1986 through 1997 for its analysis of the effects of
implementation of the various Alternatives. This water quality data is suspect because of the significant
changes that have occurred in the San Joaquin River system over the past 10 years. Probably the two
most significant actions on the San Joaquin River that have influenced water quality and flow have been
the reduction in return flows entering the San Joaguin River from the devclopment of irrigation
effictencies and reuse of water and increased water deliveries to the wildlife refuges which changes the
timing and magpitude of water quality and flow in the San Joaquin River.

Thesc changes in San Joaquin River hydrology and its cffect on water quality and flow have been
included into the most recent version of Reclamation’s CALSEM 11 model. At a minimum, this
preliminary model must be used in order to determine the effect on San Joaquin River water quality and
flow of implementation of any of the proposed Alternatives.

This point is highlighted by the statement in this section that Vernalis water quality objective for
April to August has been exceeded over 50 percent of the time from 1986 through 1997. Curiously,
Reclamation now reports that there have been NO violations of the Vernalis water quality objective since
1995 10 date. How is it that thers were frequent violations during one time period and all have been
eliminated during & subsequent time period? Clearly something has changed in the baseline flows. As

[ such, this entire analysis in this section needs to be done utilizing the new CALSIM Ii modeling inputs

| _for the San Joaquin River.

Section 5.2 Environmental Conseguences

Section 5.2.2 — Modeling Method and Assumptions

This section indicates that because the results of the Regional Board comparison showed water
quality in the river improving from the withdrawal of direct discharges to the river, no additional model
comparisons were performed of the existing conditions. First, the Regional Board analysis that this
section refers to 1s Salt and Boron TMDL modeling, which is not based on the new more accurate
depiction of San Joaquin River in CALSIM II, consequently, the accuracy of this analysis is questionable.
Secondly, additional modeling is necessary o assess the impact of implementation on the reduction in
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L-22-16
L-22-17

L-22-18

L-22-19

L-22-20
L-22-21

L-22-22

L-22-23

L-22-24

Ms. Clawre Jacquemn
August 17, 2005
Page 40f &

flows in the San Joaquin River. Simply stating no adverse impact o water quality is not sufficient;
Reclamation must cvaluate the effects of its actions on flow in the San Joaquin River. BCID is a senior
watcr right holder on the San Joaquin River, how will the District be impacted by reduction in flow? Will
there be sufficient water in the San Joaquin River for BCID to divert under its senior water rights?

Section 5.2.4: In Valley Disposal Alternative

The effect of implementation of any of the seven proposed Alternatives on water quality is stated

in the Draft EIS to be the same. [n fact. in every section of analysis for the varying Alternatives in
Section 5 identical language is uscd to describe the affect on San Joaquin River water quality. As such,
these comments apply to all of the seven proposed Alternatives and will not be repeated. The stated
language 1s as follows:

Under the In-Valley Disposal Altemative permitted discharges from the GDA to the Lower San
Joaquin River as part of the Grasslands Bypass Project would be discontinued and placed in
evaporation basins. Removal of the water and chemicals from the River is expected to result in
significant beneficial effects to the concentration of Sc in the Lower $an Joaquin river (see
Appendix D4). Improvements to the concentrations of salt and boron would also be significant
although not as great as Se, due to the existence of other significant sources of these chemicals to
the River.

Removal of drainwater associated with the Grasslands Bypass Project from the Lower San
Joaquin River would reduce the amount of dilution water required to be released from New
Melones Reservoir to achieve the EC water quality objective at Vernalis. Modeling resuaits
shown in Appendix D4 indicate for the 10 year period from 1985 through 1995 the average
reduction in dilution flows would be 21,000 AF/year. This is a significant beneficial effect to
New Melones Reservoir Operations.

The approach and methodology of the modeling used in Appendix D4 - San Joaquin River

Modeling raises many questions. First, why were the historical monthly discharges from the GDA
modified so they were in compliance with the TMDLs during a 9-year flow record? Neither the State
|__Water Resources Control Board nor the t7.S. EPA has approved the TMDL. Moreover, should these
|_rcleases actually be achieved, would it impact actual operations? Simply modifving a model does not
| _mean that releases would occur in that fashion, What happens when more water is required to be held
back because of load limits, will that causc degradation at a subsequent time? What impact will there be
on flow in the river?

Secondly, the modeling for water quality and flows used is from October 1985 to September

1994, many things have changed on the San Joaquin River since 1994. There have been large reductions
in return flow from irrigation discharges into the river due to increased irrigation ¢fficiencics and reuse of
water. Additionally, there has been an increase delivery to wildlife refuges that discharge into the San
Joaquin River. As was discussed above, there is a new model that has more recent depiction of operations
of the San Joaguin River in CALSIM 1L This new model shows a tremendousiy different picture of water
quality and flow in the San Joaquin River. Now, much more water is needed during the late winter and
early spring for dilution of poor water quality in the San Joaguin River, not much is necded in the
summer. How will this reduction in flow impact BCID s ability to divert water under the District’s senior
water right?

Tn order to properly evaluate the cffects on water guality and How in the San Joaquin River from
implementing any of the proposed Altematives, the most current modeling data must be used.
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.. Ms.. Clasre Jacquemin

August 17, 2005

Page 5of 5
L-22-25| Additionally, implementation will be phased over a number of years; the analysis must also show the
| _incremental effects as well as the long-term effects on implementation of the proposed action.

Section 5.2.14 Mitigation Recommendations

L-22-26 N The Draft EIS conclusion that there are no significant environmental effects on surface water
| _resources, and therefore no mitigation measures are required is simply unsupported by the analysis

L2227 [ contained in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS ails to evaluate the effects of the drmnage reduction measurcs
| _and reuse facilities will have on flow ir the San Joaguin River. How will the senior water right holders
L-22-28["on the San Joaquin River be ensured that there will be an adequate supply of water to divert? The
L-22-29[absence of analysis of this issue renders the Draft EIS legally deficient. The Draft EIS must be revised to
[ address this issue, and once proper analysis is conducted to determine the impact on downstreant
L-22-30| diverters, Reclamation mnst mitigate these impacts, and should evaluate the potential use of any “product
_wa.ter” generated by RO treatment into the San Joaquin River for such mitigation.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to working with
Reclamation on impiementation of an alternative that improves water quality and flow in the San Joaguin
River.

Very truly vours, -

DAVID WEISENBERGER
General Manager

cc: Board of Pirectors

Jeanne M. Zolezzi, Esq.
State Water Resources Control Board

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-22

L-22-1a

The comment is noted. Mitigation for any past harm is not the subject of this EIS. Mitigation
for future effects is included (see Section 20 and Appendix O).

L-22-1b

See Master Response SW-1 regarding the analysis of impacts of the alternatives on San Joaquin
River water quality and quantity.

L-22-2-4

The requested change in the purpose and need discussion (Section 1.1) does not directly arise
from the Federal action to provide drainage service to the San Luis Unit. It should be noted that
the EIS has been supplemented to include an analysis of the change in flow in the San Joaquin
River at Vernalis as a result of the No Action and action alternatives (see Section 5.2). No
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significant changes in flow of the San Joaquin River at Vernalis were found for any action
alternatives compared to No Action.

L-22-5

The PFR describes drainage rates and preliminary flows in Section 3.1. Groundwater modeling
and agricultural productivity were used to evaluate on-farm, in-district, and regional drainage
facilities. If one farmer installs drains but a neighbor does not, the farmer with the installed
drains will be collecting more drainwater in his system at a different rate than if all farmers
installed drains. The in-district system provided by Reclamation would still be collecting the
total drainage.

L-22-6

The fate of Northerly Area drainage and whether it will continue to be discharged into the San
Joaquin River depends upon the chosen alternative. See Section 2 of the Final EIS for a
description of each alternative.

L-22-7

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. In addition,
Appendices D4 and D5 include updated water quality modeling to assess changes in the river
compared to existing conditions. It should be noted that the No Action Alternative and all of the
action alternatives will have similar effects on the San Joaquin River due to removal of the
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the river following expiration of the Use Agreement in
2009. Also see Master Response SW-16.

L-22-8

The PFR describes drainwater reduction optimization and various drainwater reduction options
in Section 3.2.1. Since on-farm reduction options are not a Federal action, the specific farmers’
actions cannot be certain. However, the net results of those actions must comply with the
drainage rate restrictions placed on the system by Reclamation. Flows were estimated and
analyzed for each alternative. Section 3.2.2 of the PFR shows that choosing drainwater reduction
scenarios is an iterative process since each measure can affect another measure (i.e., irrigation
system improvements reduce the need for seepage reduction). The most cost-effective scenario
of drainage reduction was used for each alternative, and effects were analyzed for each
alternative in the EIS.

L-22-9

Results of the analysis of changes in San Joaquin River flows are presented in Section 5.2.
Compared to No Action, the action alternatives did not have a significant effect on flows in the
San Joaquin River at Vernalis.
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L-22-10

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response
SW-16 for additional information.

L-22-11

Section 5 has been updated with additional CALSIM Il modeling information regarding impacts
to the water quality and quantity in the San Joaquin River due to changes in the Grassland
Bypass Project discharges. As a part of the development of CALSIM 11, assumptions regarding
probable future projects were included to reflect changes in water system demand, system
operation rules, and infrastructure improvements expected to occur by 2030. Also see Master
Response SW-16.

L-22-12

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response
SW-16 for additional information.

L-22-13

Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 of the Final EIS have been revised to include results from
CALSIM 11 modeling of the changes in flow and EC in the San Joaquin River.

L-22-14

See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the TMDL modeling described in Section 5.2.2 and the
San Joaquin River data used in that modeling.

L-22-15- 17

Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 have been revised to include CALSIM 11 modeling of flow and
EC in the San Joaquin River. See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin
River flows.

L-22-18

No significant impacts to flow were found for the action alternatives as compared to the No
Action Alternative. Therefore, no impacts to water rights holders are expected.

L-22-19 - 24

As the commenter noted, historical monthly discharges from the GDA were modified to comply
with TMDLs during a 9-year flow record even though the TMDLSs had not been approved. The
program to implement TMDLs in the San Joaquin River was adopted by the Regional Board in a
1996 Basin Plan Amendment for the Control of Agricultural Subsurface Drainage Discharges.
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Included in this program is a compliance time schedule for meeting the four-day average and
monthly mean water quality objectives for selenium. To evaluate future scenarios, Reclamation
assumed that the compliance time schedule would be met. The discharges were modified because
reducing flow is the only way to meet the TDML if water quality is to remain the same.

The assumption that the GDA discharge would meet salt and boron TMDLSs has been removed
due to the uncertain regulatory status of these TMDLs. Revised modeling assumed compliance
with the Se TMDLSs that have been approved. Also see Master Response SW-16.

L-22-25

The comment states that because project implementation will be phased, San Joaquin River
water quality and flows should be analyzed to show both incremental and long-term effects. See
Master Responses CUM-1, SW-17, and SW-1.

L-22-26

Reclamation believes the environmental analysis in the Final EIS supports the conclusions stated
in all sections. Mitigation is described in Section 20 of the Final EIS.

L-22-27

See Master Response SW-16 in regard to evaluating the effects of drainage reduction measures
and reuse facilities on San Joaquin River flows.

L-22-28 - 30
See Responses to Comment L-22-18 and L-22-26.
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COMMENT L-23.

SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

AND BUILDING, ELLEN CARROLL

August 31, 2005

Claire Jacguemin

U8 Bureau of Reclamaticn
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento. CA 95825

Stbject: Comments on the San Luis Drainage Feature Reevaluation Draft EIS .;_—;———T—'@

San Luis OsisPo COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING

A TETREERE mgﬁ%@ﬁ“j:.
SEP 7 12005

SUAAM-
COCE | AGHON Py

Tz %3

The purpose of this letter is to provide the U 5. Bureau of Reclamation {(USBR) with comments
regarding the San Luis Drainage Feature Reevauation Draft EIS, pursuant ‘o NEPA Guidelines. The
Draft EIS evaluated a total of eight alternatives for the purpose of providing agricultural drainage
service to the San Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project.

L-23-1] This comment letter points out substantive inadequacies with respect to the Draft EIS, including the
lack of a poiicy consistency analysis. This letter focuses on the inadequate project description and
L-23-2] impact analysis provided for the Out of Valley/Ocean Disposal (*Ocean Disposal”) Altlernative.

The County of San Luis Obispo would like to taxe this opportunity to thank the USBR for inviting the
general public as well as concarned agencies to participate in a puolic hearing held on July 14, 2005

in the community of Cayucos.

The primary coencerns stated in the public hearing will be reflected in = —
this comment letter. It is clear that the "Ocean D'sposal” alternative would have severe and

CF

significant negative environmental and ecenomic impacts on the resources and communities of San
L-23-3 Luis Obispo County. As such, San Luis Obispo County remains strongly opposed te the "Ocean
Disposai’ allernative.

Ore sericus concern echeoed by almost all whe attended the hearing revolved around the length of
the commert peried. Due to the complicated nature of the proposed project, in combination with
inadequate noticing and document availability, it was requested that the deadline tc submit comments
for publishing i the Final EIS be extenced by 60 days. Although the USBR has agreed to extend the
comment period by 30 days, this extension is insufficient given the breadth of the projact scope and
L-23-4] the mnumerate amount of stakeholders that have a direct interest in this projact (including members
of the general public. property owners and a litany of public agencies that have jurisdiction over the
project afternatives).

The comments provided in this letter reflect the concerns of the County of San Luis Obigpo, in
addition to public and cther agency concerns, and provides the USBR with a comprehensive review
of the San Luis Drainage Feature Reevaluation Draft EIS. In paricular, the focus of these comments
revolves arpund the proposed “Ocean Dispgsal” alternative that woeuld culminate in the disposal of
pofluted agriculturat drainage water off of the coast in the Estero Bay area. The comments on this
“Ocean Disposal” alternative consist of three key ssue ateas \nclud ng:

Econcmics and Cost
Environmental impacts: and

[Ciasy: ettt R AN Y W L,

Froect e «/’"'t"r
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L-23-5

L-23-6

L-23-7

L-23-8
L-23-9

L-23-10

L-23-11

L-23-12

L-23-13
L-23-14
L-23-15

L-23-16

L-23-17

L-23-18

L-23-19

L-23-20

Ll

1.

3

~J

Substantive ang Policy Consistency

[As the comments below indicate, the Draft EIS is insufficient because It does not fully disclose the
environmental effects of the propesed "Ocean Disposal” alternative according to the standards set
forth in NEPA.

Economics and Cost:

The Environmental Justice/Economic Impact analysis in the £EIS makes no mention of the
degradation of fishing, abalone farming, kelp harvesting, and tourism industries (inciuding
surfing, kayaking, diving, etc.} valuable to San Luis Obispe County coastal communities and
to San Luis Obispo County as a whole. The EIS only mentions the increase in temporary
construction jobs for 'mincrty and low-income employment”. In addition, there is no analysis
of the economic impacts to private landowners along the proposed pipeline route. How would
landowners be compensated for the use of their land and the lgss of agricultura! viability
assgciated with possible pipeline faflure? In the event of a pipeline failure, how many acres of
farmland would be impacted and what mitigation measures are available to decontaminate the
polluted s0il? The pipeline I1s preposed to cross many miles of agricultural land, yet no
analysis of impacts is included. We understand that exact numbers are difficult to obtain.
However, in crder to fully address each 1ssue, reasonable estimates must be made.

The EIS does nct consider the costs of maintaining the "Ocean Disposal” alternative pipeiine
and dees not include an analysis of the costs and impacts associated with pipeline failure.

Enviroamental impacts:

The baseline and environmentai setting for the "Ocean Disposal” alternative have not been
accurately characterized. The setting discussion does not give a sufficient description of the
envircnment; therefore, the subseguent impact analysis 18 incaomplete and inadequate.

The project description and impact analysis is incomplete because there is no discussion of
how the polluted water will be handled in the event of a pipeline failure or the closure of
pipeline segments during maintenance. f pipeline segments were ruptured, what would
happen to the polluted water? Will catch basins or off-site storage areas de utilized? if so,
the EIS needs to provide an analysis of the environmentai impacts of such facilities.

The EIS does not contain any bathymetric analysis of ocean current dynamics (i.e., "closed
ocean current cell” may not aliow quick dispersien within Estero Bay, but rather concentrate
poliutants near shore}. The EIS needs to analyze the effect of ocean current dynarmics on
plume dispersion and the impacts associated with the dispersion of the wastewater plume.
The EIS admits lack of real-time localized data on page 5-53 and -54.

This E1S does not provide any analysis of the potential impacts asscciated with thermal
pollution. Would the ocean cutfal! facility contribute to a change in the thermal sharactenstics
of the offshore environment? If s¢. how would this effect the marine envircnment and how
would this impact be mitigated?

The impacts associated with the pessible introduction of non-native invasive species and
organisms into {he marine ecosystem were not identrfied in the EIS.

The EIS faiied to address the potential environmental. health and economic impacts
assoclated with the stimulation of localzed atgal blcoms (including blooms taxic to marine
mammals and humans) caused by the introduction of nolluted water at the proposed ocean
discharge site
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L-23-21

L-23-22

L-23-23
L-23-24

L-23-25]_

L-23-26

L-23-27

L-23-28

L-23-29

L-23-30

L-23-31

L-23-32

L-23-33

L-23-34

10.

12.

13.

14

16

18

The EIS contains inadequate anaiysis of other pollutants outside of selenium that will be in the
water (e.g.. organic pesticides, herbicides, phosphate, nitrates, ¢hremium. etc.).

The route identified for the proposed “Ocean Disposal” pipeline was not sufficiently identified
and analyzed. The EIS indicates a very general area but the alignment is not shown and the
resulting environmental-impacts and subsequent mitigation measures of the pipeline corridor
are not apalyzed. A partial list of patentially significant impacts relating to pipeline alignment
include, but are not necessarily limited ta® the take of federally- and state-listed plant and
wildlife species; permanent loss of commercial agricuitural lands; and the permanent loss of
archaeological resources.

. The Ccean Disposal alternative should discuss why no treatment of the pcltuted water is

included for this alternative. Although the two Delta Disposal aiternatives (consisting of ccean
disposal in the San Francisce Bay Deita) anaiyzed in the EIS include wastewater freatment
prior to dumping, the wastewater under the Ocean Disposal aiternative would be dumped into
the Esterc Bay area without any filtration and/or treatment. Feasibie technelogies exist 1o
provide various levels of treatment to reduce harmfuil constituents. A thorough analysis of
treatment options must be incluced in order for the EIS to provide full disclesure of the
impacts and feasible mitigation measures. Economic costs to accomplish this should alse be
included in the analysis.

The proposed pipeling crosses the San Andreas Fault. This alternative represents the
greatest hazards with regards to impacts related to earthquakes, landslides, subsidence,
slope instability, soil expansion and tsupami impacts at the coast. However, the EIS provides
na ritigation for impacts related to the likely pipeliine faillure from earthquake events.

The E!S does not indicate that the USBR has an action plan for the purpose of respending to
possible pipeline failures. The E'S should provide the public with a contingency plan for
pipeline faflure and an analysis of the environmental impacts asscciated with such a plan.

There is no discussion of alternative disposal using new/expernmental technologies.

. The “Ocean Disposal” alternative represents the highest energy cost (81.4 million kilowatts

per hour per year) compared to the next highest alternative at 14 million kw/hriyr. This
alternative represents the most energy/fossil fuel consumptive alternative.

There is a glaring lack of detail regarding bioiogical impacts resulting from the installation of
the extensive pipeline/conveyance netwerk required {refer te Section 7.2.8, starting on page
T-42). There is no specific alignment identified. All analysis i$ given in very general terms and
lacks any data. modeis or quantitative analysis to back up the generalities discussed.

. The EIS analyzed Selenium bhicaccumulation. concluding that tests indicate that mussels and

clams sampied were below thresnolds for Selenium bicaccumulation. conciuding that as a
result there is no significant risk to human heaith. However. the EiS gives no information on
what those thresholds are and what they mean. What are the heaith risk threshoids for
Selenium intake and hew does that relate to the Selenium levels discovered in the
ciam/mussel tests. In addition, there is ne analysis of the long-term impacts associated with
Selenium exposure over the life of the proposed "Ocean Disposal” altermative.

No analysis or mitigatien is offered for impacts to seil quality resuiting from pipetine failure.
What would hagcpen to pnme and/cr statewide importance soiis within the proposed pipeline
corridor f the pipeline failed? How would this impact be mitigated?
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[~ 18. No air pollution madels o quantitative analysis was used to determine air quality /mpacts.
L-23-35 The EIS does not include any data {o back up the determination of no significant impacts. In
addition, with regards to air quality impacts resulting from construction activilies, consuitation
with the San Luis Ohispo County Air Peilution Contral District sheuid have been initiated and
L-23-36 documented in the EIS in order to determine appropriate mitigation measures

20. No cultural rescurce surveys were done for the pipeline aiignment although a records search

indicated 82 known cultural resources within a 1-mile radius of the alignment. The mitigation
L-23-37 required in the E13 is minimal and weuld be considered deferred mitigation (relying on future
studies). There is no mention of requirements in the event that human remains (or any other
cuitural resources) are uncovered during project implementaticn.

21. There is no mitigation mentioned for the aesthetic impacts resulting from the construction of
L-23-38 o . ;
pump houses and suppoert facilities along the pipetine alignment.

22 The EIS does not adequately describe the impact ta puklic water systems. Impacts resulting
L-23-39 from possible pipeling faiture in proximity to Whaie Rock Reservaoir and Cayucos drinking
water intakes were not considered in the EIS.

23. The impacts to the living resources of the Morro Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve
and the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary will be significart. The EIS should include a
thorough discussion of these significant impacts

L-2340

Substantive and Policy Consistency:

24 NEPA mandates coordination and collabaration among federal and state agencies prior to
making a detailed envirenmental impact staterment. The "Ocean Disposal” aiternative conflicts
with many of the palicies of the following agencies: NOAA, USEPA, U.S. Fish and Wiidlife.

L-23-41 California Coastal Commission, Cal EPA, SWRCB. RWQCRB, Califerria Department of Fish

and Game and even the President’s Council on Envircnmental Quality. In addition to the lack

of discussicn of the local, Siate and Federal permit processes; the EIS lacks a discussion of

CEQA documentation requirements.

25. The EI§ must provide a policy consistency analysis with respect to County of San Luis Obispo
L-2342 policies, standards and ordinances that would apply to the implementation of the proposed
*Ocean Disposal” alternative

28. The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary has pemmit authority over discharges autside
L-2343 Sanctuary boundaries of "any material or cther matter that subsequently enters the Sanctuary

B and injures a Sanctuary resource or guality.” 15 CFR §§ 844.5(a)(3), ¢44.5(e) The EIS
should examine the permitting authority of the Mcnterey Bay Naticnal Marine Sanctuary and
provide a policy consistency analysis for all permits required.

27. Section 2.11.3 {page 2-71} of the Craft EIS states that other ocean outfall locations were
L-23-44 eliminated because “the more southerly alignment of the Point Estero conveyance has the
potential for other drainage producers to ulilize the conveyance and disposal facifiies.” This
suggests significant cumulative impacts resulling from the additiona! and continued use of the
ocean cutfall for any number of other pallution generators inte the future. The EIS completely
lacks a discussion of such cumulative impacts.

L-23-45 28. Mitigation is deferred in most cases pending the resuits of the various envirenmental surveys
required. The E£i5 does not offer a "‘menu of mitigation options” commonly used to avoid
deferred mitigation {i.e. “if this impact is encountered, then the following measures woulid
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L-23-46

L-23-47

L-23-48

L-23-49
L-23-50

L-23-51

L-23-52

reduce impacts to fess than significant levels. ™). Any environmental surveys required as
mitigation should have been campleted and analyzed prior to publishing the Draft EIS so that
the environmental impacts can be disclosed to the public and decision makers.

28 In cooperation with the Ccean Conservancy, the Central Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board has adopted a program that requires Central Coast farmers to take significant
steps to address farm runoff. Implementation of the “Ocean Disposal® alternative would result
in unfair standards given that local agriculture is closely regulated with regards to non peint-
source pollution regutations. Why would in-valley agricuitural operations get to do something
that local cperations could not? Given the Central Coast farmers' recent commitment to
reducing agricultural pollution, any propcsal to export poliuted agricultural wastewater intg this
sensitive coastal area is particularly egregious.

Overall Conclusions and Additional Regquirements:

As the comments indicate, this EiS is not considered sufficient for the purpose of disclosing the
envircnmental impacts associated with the various proposed project alternatives. As the tead agency
responsible for this project, the USBR has the obligation to provide due diligence in analyzing these
impacts and to provide reasonatle measures intended o mitigate impacts to less than significant
[Tevels. Due to the fact that serious flaws have been identified in the baseline information,
environmental setting and praject description provided for the "Ccean Disposal” alternative, the
subsequent impact analysis and mitigation measures are considered inadequate and insufficient.
The County of San Luis Obispo urges the USBR to provide a published response to all of the above
|_comments. In addition, the County of San Luis Obispo requests the provision of ail of the additional
studies and analysis discussed above, prior o the finalization of this EIS.
After a thorough review of this document, it is apparent that the impacts associated with the
construction and operation of a pipeline and an outfall structure off of Estero Bay have not been
analyzed in enough detail to provide either the public or decision makers with enough information to
mave forward with the “Ccean Disposal” alternative. As such. it is clear that a Revised Draft EIS
needs toc be prepared and re-circulated for at least a 90-day public review period.
In order to ensure that the County of San Luis Obispe is informed on ail future decisicn making with
regards to this project, we are requestirg that ail future hearings, documents, meeting notices and
any subsequent decision making processes be copied and noticed to the fallowing addresses:

Shirley Bianghi Jeff Qlivewra

Chairperson, District 2 Supervisor Environmental Resource Specialist
County Board of Supervisors Planning and Building Department
County Government Center. D430 Room 310, County Government Center
San Luis Obispo, California 83408 San Luis Obispo, Califormia 93408

Thank you fer the oppartunity ta comment on this Draft EIS. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact Jeff Qliveira. Environmental Resource Specialist, or Ellen Carroll {805-781-5010}.

Sincerety,

(e, Ccmoé(

tlien Carrall
Environmental Coordinator

Cc: EFach Member. San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
5
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Congressman Bill Thomas
Congressweman Lois Capps

Senator Abie Maldonado

Assemblyman Sam Blakesles

Roger Briggs, RWQCB

Laura Fuji, EPA

Cayuces Citizen's Advisory Counci

North Coast Advisery Council

Los Osos Community Advisary Council
Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter

City Council, City of Morro Bay

Charles Lester, Coastal Commission
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
Morro Bay National Estuary Program
Surfrider Foundation, San Luis Bay Chapter
ECOSLO

Farm Bureau, San Luis Obispo County
Catfarnia Cattlemans Association, San Luis Obispo County
Cayuces Land Conservancy

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-23

L-23-1

Without more information on the perceived “inadequacies,” no response is possible. Specific
comments on the Draft EIS from this comment are addressed in subsequent responses. The Final
EIS includes a policy consistency analysis in Section 4.

L-23-2

The impact analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for an appraisal-
level comparison of alternatives, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1. For additional
information about effects from the Ocean Disposal Alternative, see Master Responses SW-8
through SW-13 and SE-1.

L-23-3
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-23-4

The public review period, which extended from June 2, 2005, to September 1, 2005, exceeded
the minimum time requirements set forth by NEPA and is sufficient for a review of the EIS.

L-23-5

Impacts to the ocean environment are disclosed to the same level of detail as other project
alternatives. The analysis provides adequate information for a comparison of impacts among
alternatives. See Master Responses SW-8 through SW-11 and SE-1.
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L-23-6

See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10 regarding the effects of the
Ocean Disposal Alternative. Note that the Draft EIS analysis did not indicate a significant impact
to fisheries; therefore, no economic impact is expected to result.

L-23-7

Land acquisition and right-of-way costs were estimated and included in the construction costs of
all alternatives in the Draft EIS. Economic impacts to landowners along pipeline routes would be
compensated through land acquisition and right-of-way payments.

L-23-8

Land acquisition and right-of-way payments include compensation to landowners per established
Reclamation policies and practices. Pipeline spills and breaks are not considered reasonably
foreseeable circumstances (see Master Response GEN-3).

L-23-9, 10
See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 in regard to the potential for pipeline failure.

L-23-11

See Master Responses GEN-1 in regard to cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative and
GEN-3 in regard to the analysis of pipeline failure impacts.

L-23-12

The descriptions of the affected environment in Sections 5 and 7 have been revised to include
additional information for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Also see Master Responses SW-8,
SW-10, and SW-12.

L-23-13

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the project description for the Ocean Disposal
Alternative and Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 for a discussion of the pipeline impact
analysis. If the pipeline had to be emptied for maintenance, most of it would either be drained to
the ocean or drained within the pipeline. The pipeline operators may need tanks or tanker trucks
to hold/transport the drainwater. Strategically located sectionalizing valves may be needed to
decrease the drainwater being evacuated. Drainwater would not be discharged to a nearby
stream.

L-23-14, 15

See Master Response SW-15. The use of catch basins or off-site storage areas is not envisioned
at this time.
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L-23-16

An extensive 3-dimensional analysis of ocean current dynamics was not conducted as part of the
EIS analysis, as it was the judgment of the EIS preparers that this detailed level of analysis was
not warranted (see Master Response GEN-1). However, it is important to note that a substantial
quantity of ocean current data was collected and utilized in the EIS analysis. Temperature,
salinity, and current velocity data were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the
discharge diffusion analysis (see Section 5.2.2.1, page 5-52; note that over 200,000 data points
were analyzed). These data indicated that currents in the vicinity of the proposed outfall location
would afford substantial effluent dilution, and that the location would not be a “closed ocean
current cell” that would lead to high localized concentrations. It is also instructive to note that
rough estimates suggest that “stagnant” conditions—i.e., conditions under which current speeds
are less than 0.02 meter per second—occur in the diffuser vicinity only 1 percent of the time, and
for durations of around 1 hour (though in some cases up to 3 hours). This rough estimate is based
on analysis of acoustic Doppler current profiler (ADCP) data at the NOAA Point San Luis
station for the years 1997-2002. This further analysis bolsters the claim that the diffuser would
not be located in a “closed ocean current cell.” If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as
the preferred alternative in the Record of Decision, a more detailed analysis of local ocean
currents would be conducted.

L-23-17

Differences between ambient and effluent temperatures are relatively small; therefore, there
would be no noticeable thermal changes that might affect the offshore environment. See Master
Response SW-14 for additional discussion of thermal changes under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.

L-23-18

Since the thermal change is predicted to be negligible outside the zone of initial dilution (ZID)
(see Response to Comment L-23-17), there would be no noticeable thermally induced impact on
the marine environment surrounding the discharge. See Master Response SW-14 for a discussion
of how changes in temperature within the ZID could affect the marine environment.

L-23-19

It is unlikely that any invasive species that are not already carried by the San Joaquin River, or
any other stream outfalling in the ocean, would be carried from the San Luis Unit to the ocean
outfall via pipeline.

L-23-20

See Master Response SW-11 regarding the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to
stimulate algal blooms.

L-23-21
See Master Responses SW-13 and SW-11.
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L-23-22, 23

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final
design studies would provide more detailed information about effects to special-status species
and other biological resources in the pipeline vicinity.

L-23-24

The comment is noted. Impacts that would result from construction of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative pipeline have been considered and weighed by Reclamation during the preferred
alternative selection process. The Draft EIS was prepared at the appraisal level of design, which
means that the final route and exact location of the pipeline would not be determined unless the
Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration and subject to a feasibility-
level design assessment. Therefore, a detailed environmental review of the specific pipeline
location is not being considered at this time. The Draft EIS provided adequate information on the
environmental impacts of the project to facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative. If the
Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, additional environmental
review would be conducted as necessary.

L-23-25

Impacts to archeological resources will be addressed after a preferred alternative is selected, the
alignment is inventoried, and identified cultural resources are evaluated for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places. If historic properties are adversely affected, a memorandum
of agreement (MOA) would be negotiated among Reclamation, SHPO, and other consulting
parties about stipulations to mitigate adverse effects.

L-23-26

See Master Response SW-6 in regard to treatment of drainwater and associated costs under the
Ocean Disposal Alternative.

L-23-27

Potential effects of geologic hazards on the Ocean Disposal Alternative are discussed in Section
9.2.8. Seismic effects on the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline from the San Andreas or other
faults can be made negligible with adequate mitigation and construction according to current
codes and state-of-the-practice techniques, as discussed in Sections 9.2.8 and 9.2.12. With
construction based on adequate design criteria, the effects of pipeline failure can be minimized.
See Master Responses GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3 for additional discussion of seismic activity,
surface disruption, and mitigation of geologic hazards, respectively.

L-23-28

See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 for discussion of impact analysis and planning for the
Ocean Disposal Alternative.
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L-23-29
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

L-23-30
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-23-31
See Response to Comment L-23-23.

L-23-32, 33
See Master Responses SW-10 and SE-1.

L-23-34
See Master Response GEN-3 in regard to the potential for pipeline failure.

L-23-35

Reclamation performed an adequate analysis of impacts to air resources. A quantitative analysis
using numeric modeling was not necessary to assess impacts. See Master Response AIR-1 in
regard to emissions estimates for construction activities.

L-23-36

The project area is within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District. As such, District-recommended Regulation VIII mitigation measures for construction
emissions were included in the EIS (Tables 11-11 and 11-12). See Master Response GEN-1.

L-23-37

In accordance with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act and related California laws, site-
specific cultural resource field surveys are not required at this stage of environmental review.
These surveys would be conducted for the preferred alternative during engineering design.
Mitigation can only be determined once historic properties are identified and Reclamation makes
a determination of effect for historic properties within the area of potential effect. Specific
mitigation measures will be determined through negotiation of a MOA, as noted in the Response
to Comment L-23-25. Cultural resources and human remains will be considered if they are
encountered. As described in Section 15.1.1, State law must be followed in the event that human
remains are found during project activities. Reclamation Directives and Standards, 36 CFR Part
800, and State law have provisions to address the discovery of cultural resources during
construction activities.
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L-23-38

Aesthetic effects associated with construction and operation of the pumping plants and support
facilities were found to be moderate and permanent. None of the effects was found to be
significant. However, as stated in Section 2.8.1, the facilities would be designed to comply with
applicable regulations. For example, within the coastal zone, the counties in which project
facilities would be constructed would review the facilities” design for compliance with California
Coastal Commission regulations. Other local jurisdictions may have similar requirements.

L-23-39
See Master Response GEN-3 in regard to the potential for pipeline failures.

L-23-40

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility
and final design studies would provide more detailed information about impacts to species in the
outfall vicinity. As stated in Master Response SW-13, water quality impairment of the MBNMS
is unlikely given its distance from the outfall and the rapid dilution of effluent that occurs
immediately after discharge.

L-23-41

See Master Responses REG-1 and REG-2 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean
Disposal Alternative and the need for CEQA compliance, respectively.

L-23-42

Consistency of the action alternatives with local policies is discussed in Section 4, Section 21,
and Appendix L.

L-23-43
See Master Response REG-4 in regard to permit authority of the MBNMS.

L-23-44

No additional users of the Ocean Disposal Alternative conveyance have been identified.
Additional users would require supplemental environmental documentation. See Master
Response CUM-1.

L-23-45

See Master Responses GEN-1 and MIT-2 in regard to the level of analysis presented in the Draft
EIS and mitigation, respectively.
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L-23-46

The comment is noted. More extensive runoff controls are required for in-valley farmers than for
coastal farmers. For example, no discharge of tailwater (surface return flow) is currently allowed
in the Northerly Area. As discussed in the project description (Section 2), extensive source
controls to minimize drainage production are also required.

L-23-47

Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the impact analyses to allow an adequate
environmental review of the project alternatives. Mitigation cost estimates are provided in
Appendix O of the Final EIS.

L-23-48

Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the baseline information, environmental
setting, and project description for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to allow an adequate
environmental review and comparison with other project alternatives. Mitigation cost estimates
are provided in Appendix O of the Final EIS.

L-23-49
Responses to comments are provided in the Final EIS in accordance with NEPA.

L-23-50

The EIS was prepared according to NEPA requirements that require “reasonable research”
needed to inform evaluations of environmental impacts. These studies and analyses are available
in accordance with government policy.

L-23-51

Reclamation does not believe that additional public review of the Draft EIS is necessary or
appropriate, as the Draft EIS meets the NEPA requirements for environmental analysis.

L-23-52
The comment is noted.
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COMMENT L-24.

LINNEMAN, BURGESS, TELLES, VAN ATTA, VIERRA,

RATHMAN, WHITEHURST & KEENE ON BEHALF OF
PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE
DISTRICT, AND PACHECO WATER DISTRICT, DIANE V.
RATHMAN

LAW OFFICES OF

LINNEMAN, BURGESS, TELLES, VAN ATTA, VIERRA,
RATHMANN, WHITEHURST & KEENE

SUGENE 1 VIERRA 1820 MARGLERITE STREET P&S#-?CS;??:EET
DIANE V. RATHMANN P C. BOX 185 L0 BOX 1384
NS : BUREAL OF RECLAMATICN a5
ALFRED L WHITEHURST DOS PALOS, CA 23620 A O RECLAMAT kos’a»ﬁ;ﬁ; ﬁé“

THOMAS J. KEENE

VAES B LINNMEMAN, OF COUNSEL

L. M. LINNEMAN (1932.1983;
GSEPM B. BURGESS 119021990}
JAY H.WMARD |1942.1995;
A ATTA {1919-199T)

. TELLES, IR, {1 920- 2004

Claire Jacquemin
Bureau of Reclamation

(209} 392-214°
FAX (209] 392-3964

September 1, 2008

RECEIVED

SEP 0 2 2005

s JT2WEST 19 STREET
camei ACTION ; b\éﬂﬂﬂl\& PO BOX 2263
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FAK (209 825-47 566

S

-

el MG, Cassaey
A4 12091 723-2137
f FaX 120917330899

L-24-1

L-24-2

2800 Cottage Way, MP-720
Sacramento, CA 95825

Ty

clacqueninimp. ushr. gov

Re: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, May 2003

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

We are writing on behalf of Panoche Water District, Panoche Drainzge District, and Pacheco
Water Disirict to provide comments on the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Fvaluation Draft
Environmental Tmpact Statement, Mary 2005 (DEIS). This letter presents an overview of
comments and also presents updated background information on these Districts and the Northerly
Area, and describes the logical fit between ongoing activities within the Northerly Area and the
In-Valiey Disposal Alternative identfied in the DEIS.

Overview of Comments:
1. Clearly a huge amount of work went into preparation of the DEIS. Despite its enormous size,
the DEIS and much of its analysis is based upon summarized and generalized information that
makes the decument hard 10 follow. Sometimes the most basic underlying principles, such as
what is conteraplated after 2010 in the Northerly Area under the No Action Alternative, simply
are not stated. Descriptive terms are sometimes not consistent throughout, and there is some
inconsistency in the assumptions used in different places in the document. Key points are
supported only by reference to documents that may oot be readily available 1o most readers.
Succinct explanation in the text is needed 1o provide context and guide consistent analvsis.
2. Unlizing 2001 mnformation as the basis for existing conditions makes the document
stgnificantly out of date concerning, among other things, the area under irrigaton. the level af
tocal development of drainage management activities. the quantity of drainage, and the water
quality effects of drainage. The orfect s 1o make the snalvsis performed fnaccurate, nformation

ORI YOU T A -
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L-24-3

L-24-4

L-24-5

L-24-6

L-24-7

[B%]

Claire Jacquermin

Re: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Favironmental
Impact Statement. May 2003

September 1, 2005

on eurrent conditions needs 1o be added.

3. The No Action Alternative, besides utilizing outdated existing conditions, assumes that only
actions which are fully funded are “reasonably foreseeable.” The DEIS therefore ignores both
the positive effects of drainage reduction and management that have occurred since 2001 and
also existing plans and programs for locally-driven drainage management activities that are
necessary to meet furare regulatory requirements. Tt ingtead assumes that as a response to
regulatory requirements, there will be no significant additional local agency or on-farm actions to
meet the regulatory requirements and that drainage will build up and cause damages in the
Northerly Area or arising from the Northeriy Area. These assumptions in the No Action
Alternative are not reasonable in the face of post-2001 developments and available information.
4. There needs to be a discussion of how the DEIS alternatives for In-Valley Dispasal for the
Northerly Area link up with ongoing local actions that may take effect before any DEIS
alternative is available for implememation.
5. Conclusions as to effects of the No Action Alternative and other alternatives described in
various tables are often not explained in the text. For example, the fext contains no description at
all of population level effects of any aspect of any alternative an any species, but several tabies
display these conclusions, which do not appear to have support or justification. In generai, the
tables Hecome too summary and frequently identify adverse effects or significant adverse effects,
when at most the text analysis would indicate at most the possibility of such effects and most
often, no adverse effects with the implementation of standard practices, such as pre-construction
surveys for protected species. Either the supporting analysis must be provided and the tables
revised or cise the tables should be eltminated as misleading.

Background oun the Northerly Area

For the Northerly Area, the DEITS is superimposed upen a complex set of existing entizies with
historic relationships and activities, Neither the text nor any appendix systematicaily discusses
this background. and as a result, the DEIS mixes various terms and groupings without clearly
describing the Northerly Area entities and relationships. This makes it difficult to follow the
analvsis and in fact, may lead 10 the analysis iself applying inconsistent assumptions.
[Furthermore, selection of 2 2001 baseline and failure to consider current conditions means that
the DEIS oversiates the difference between the No Action and Action alternatives. Providing a
hetter framework also would assist the reader in recognizing that the SLDFRE does not begin to
pre-empt the feld of drainage managernent within the Project Area and that its analysis and

| conclusions cannot appropriately be applied out of context.

Panoche Water District 1s & CVP water service coniractor served through the San Luis Unit, [is
entire 38.000-ucre service area is included within the project area of the DEIS. Panoche Water
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[F3)

Claire Jacguemin

Re: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, May 2005

September 1, 2005

District has had a drainage outlet (i.¢., drainage service) since the receipt of CVP water, which
began as service from the Delta-Mendota Canal in the 1950°s. 22,000 acres are improved with
subsurface drainage systems. Panoche Water District coordinates policies and activities with
Panoche Drainage District (PDD), and participates in the Grassland Bypass Project and San
Joaquin River Improvement Project (SJRIF) through PDD.

Panoche Drainage District is consists of 44,000 acres. PDD has no water supply function and no
CVE water service contract. PDD includes the 38,000 acres of Panoche Water District (all San
Luis Unit), along with approximately 6,000 acres in Mercy Springs, Oro Loma, and Eagle Field
Water Districts (outside the San Luis Unit). Panoche Drainage District is the largest participant
of the Grassland Bypass Project and actually operates the project on behalf of the group. PDD
also owns and is the primary cperator of the San Joaquin River Improvement Project (STRIP),
comprised of approximately 4,000 acres, the reuse project that serves Panoche Water District and
the other participants in the Grassland Bypass Project.  SIRIP is referred to variously in the
DEIS as the GDA reuse facilities. San Joaquin River Improvement Project, and existing
Northerly Area reuse facilities,

Pacheco Water District is comprised of approximately 4410 acres, of which approximately 275 Q
acres have tile drainage systems. In addition, approximately 83¢ tiled acres in the San Luis
Water District receive drainage service based upon an historical Pacheco contract and share
dramage facilities. Drainage from these acres is managed together with Pacheco’s drainage, for
example, in participation in the Grassland Bypass Project. The balance of the organized drainage
area in San Luis Water District is within Charlesion Drainage District, of 4300 acres, although
the DEIS also refers to an undescribed number of acres for which drainage is managed by private
parties. SLDFRE DFIS Appendix C refers to 5,000 acres in Pacheco and 6,000 acres in San Luis

L-24-8 | asthe projected acreage requiring drainage, which appears similar in scope, but somewhat
overstated for both districts.

The non-San Luis Unit areas considered in the study that have been irrigated through CVP water
service contracts include the 6,000 acres of PRI within Oto Loma, Mercy Springs and Eagle
Field Water Districy, in addition to 9505 acres in Broadview Water District. The final areas
within the Northerly Area that are outside the San Luis Unit are a portion of CCID and Firebaugh
Canal Water District. All of these areas have participated in the Grassland Bypass Project. They
are ail lapds covered by the Westside Regional Drainage Plan (Exhibit “B™, which includes as
well a pertion of Westlands Water District. Application of surface water in the non-San Luis
Unit area has significantly changed since 2001, in that CVP contractual supply of Broadview
contractual supply has been assigned to Westlands and is no longer appiied in Broadview. Oro
Loma Water District’s CVP contractual supply 18 in the process of being assigned, and only
about 90 acres within the District were imigated in 2005, Mercy Springs contract has besn
assigned from all but 716 acres, and permanent assignment of that remainmg supply outside of
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“lairve Jacquemin 4
Re: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental

_ Impact Statement, May 2003
September [, 2005

the Northerly Area is anticipated. The balance of Mercy Springs is now owned by PDD and
L-24-9 operated as part of the SIRIP. Clearly such changes are likely to have the effect of significantly
gecreasing drainage produced within the Northerly Area and need 1o be considered.

integration of SLDFRE DEIS with Ongoing Activities in the Northerly Area

The DEIS recognizes that Panoche and Pacheco Water Districts are supporting on-farm
irrigation efficiency improvements, on-farm maintenance of return fows, district-wide recycling
of subsurface drainage, and district and regional projects for reducing operational spills and canal
[ seepage. Appendix C includes some of this information, although it is almost impaossible o
determine what drainage reduction accomplishments were attnbuted to such actions in each of
the various estimates contained in that Appendix. On the other hand, the DEIS does not
recognize that PDD is funding an Initial Study on near-term {e.g. 2006) and long-term expansion
{2006-2010} of the existing SIRIP (inciuding planting with salt-tolerant plantings and
impiementation of water quality and biological monitoring) or that the WRDP has identified and
L-24-10 | begun activities to sccure funding to assist with development of additional reuse areas for the
long-term SJRIP expansion (including through CalFed grant applications and efforts to seftle
long-term drainage litigation), treatment and disposal options for implementation within the next
approximately 5-10 years. These pians proceed on a district level, through couperative
management strategies, through the existing Grassland Bypass Project organization, and through
the Westside Regional Drainage Plan, the most recent version of which is attached as Exhibit
o A7

The final level on which the drainage plans proceed is through integration with Reclamation’s
SLDFRE DEIS In-Valiey Disposal Alternatives, with or without land retirement components.’
The United States is under court order to provide drainage service and in addition, has
contractually committed o do so, Ideally, therefore, the preferred altemative that results from
the DEIS will converge with the ongoing district and regional activities into one drainage
management plan, based upon adaptive management principles, and therefore the In-Valley
Disposai Alternative is the principal focus of the following comments. Nonetheless, given the
deadline of 2610 10 deal with the scheduled end of the Grassland Bypass Proiect and the likely
need for cessation of drainage discharges, Panocke. Pacheco, PDIY and other Grassland
Bypass/Westside Reglonal Drainage Plan participants have no recourse but to proceed separately
L-24-11 I_from Reclamation’s SLDFRE and are in fact taking steps 1o accomplish this goal. The DEIS

" Nore that for the Northerly Area. the DEIS considers ony the retirement of approximately 10,000 acres in
Broadview Water Distrct, not retiremen of land based on groundwater quality or based eon drainage impacts. Winle
C¥P megation water s Itkely w0 be removed from some additionai non-San Luls Unit acreage within PDD because
of contract assignmments, Panoche, PDD and Pacheco’s support of the lo-Valley Disposal Alternative is based on the
concep! that the dramage service 16 be provided 1o the Northerly Area does not consist of anv land retirement
proposal that would result in the land becoming non-productive nor ik the mvolurary removai of the CVT water
supnly for other projest purposes.
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L-24-12

Claire Jacguemin 5
Re: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental

Tmpact Staternent, May 20035
September 1, 20035

needs to acknowledge, not ignore, how it must fit together with these ongoing achivities. That
Theludes being as accurate as possible in its presentation of informarion, thereby avoiding the
creation of additional controversies or harriers for San Luis Unit contractors in related venues,
such as expansion of the STRIP. Given the environmental challenges and onknown mitigation
demands for evaporation basing and the acknowledge possibility that ireatment other than
through biological processes may develop, the DEIS needs to more clearly state that the final
treatrnent and disposal options may be changed based upon adaptive management and following
site-specific envirommental review.

Thank vou for the opportunity to present these corments. We appreciate that preparation of a
document like the SLDFRE DEIS is an enormous task and appreciate Reclamation’s ongoing
efforts o timely conclude this process.

Very truly yours,

LINNEMAN, BURGESS, TELLES, VAN ATTA, VIERRA

RATHMANN, WAITEHURSE-& KEENE
By &f %

Diang V. Rathmann

General Counsel to Panoche Water District,
Panoche Drainage District and

Pacheco Water District
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PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANGCHE DRATNAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAIN FEATURE
REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Seprember 1, 2005

Ceneral Comments

GC1: Panocche Water Dismiet, Panoche Drainage District and Pacheco Water District
{jointly referred to as “Districts™) support inclusion of the expanded reuse, treatnent and
L-24-13 | disposal slements for the Northerly Area in the analysis of the alternatives for In-Valley
Disposal in the San Luis Drain Feature Revaluation (“SLDFR™) Draft Envirenmental
Impact Starement (“DEIS™) Those same clements are included in the Westside Regional
rainage Plan (see Exhibit A ), which the Northerly Area districts agree can provide
needed regional drainage service and can be implemented from a political standpoint,
however preferablc out-of Valley solutions may be. The actual features analyzed by
__Reclamation, including bictreatient of sefenium and evaporation basins, serve to provide
a “worst case” analysis. The document should more clearly indicate that treatment and
disposal mechanisms that have fewer environmental effects are under development and
L-24-14 final opuions will be selected, in time to be implemented through Reclamation’s plan.
The specifics for treatment and disposal in the SLDFR Alternatives should be revised
through such adaptive management following site-specific environmental reviews.
GC 2: The selection of 2001 to define existing conditions resuits in outdated information
compared to actual existing conditions. This is particularly true of the information
utihized concerning the status of the existing reuse project in the Northerly area,
concerning the status and effects of the Grassland Bypass Project, and concerning water
guality data. Updating this intformation would provide a more accurate assessment of the
costs and effects of implementing a preferred alternative. If Reclamation does not intend
L-24-15 | to change the gross assessment level it is using in the DEIS, at a minimum the disconnect
between the 2001 baseline utilized and current data must be expressly acknowledged and
the more current information disclosed. Again, the effect on the comparative analysis for
the Northerly Area and for the In-Vallev Disposal Option is the same as discussed in
comment GC3 below~—adverse impacts of the No Action Alternative are overstated, and
beneficial impacts of the In-Valley Disposal alternative compared to No Action are
overstated as well.
GC3: The ("DEIS™) No Action Alternarive assumes that zctions will be taken to meet
furure regularory requirements, such as 2010 selenium objectives in Mud Stough North
that likely can be met only by terminating all discharges from the Northerly Area into
Mud Slough North. Reclamation has acknowledged the local regional planning efforts
such as the Westside Regional Drainage Plan. but does not regard its implementation as
L-24-16 “reasonably centain.” and therefore discounts that there will be any significant increases
1 district or on-farm actions to manage drainage atter 2010, While narrow definitions of
“reasonable certamty” can be used to exclude activities that are pot fully funded, itis also
not reasonable for the DEIS to assume that. bwt for implementation of a SLDFR
alternative. water users and districts charged with meeting regulatory reguiremnents will
stop their current course of action and investments se that they do nothing while drainage
builds up 1n heir soils. resuiting in adverse environmental effects. The combination of

August 31,2005 1
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L-24-16
cont,

L-24-17

L-24-18

L-24-19

L-24-20

PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAIN FEATURE
REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September |, 2005

such assumptions and the ourdated baseline for existng conditions makes the analysis
inaccurate. As a result, the effects conclusions concerning the No Action Altemative
overstaie possible adverse effects as compared to the Action Alternatives and also
overstate the benefits of implementing the Action Alternatives as compared o No Action.
More information on the current conditions and ongoing plans for local regional actions
on drainage should be provided . Also see GC-4.
GC-4: Text sprinkled through the document acknowledges that the analysis provided is
extremely “conservative,” as well as a recitation of the uncertainties involved in the
modeling on which effects conclusions were based. However, the DEIS needs additional
work to he more accurate where possible. It should also contain discrete subsections in
the Executive Summary and in the introduction of the major sections that prominently
and clearly indicate the conservative nature of the projected effects, the overstated effects
in the Ne Action Alternative, and the uncertainties of the groundwater and selenium
bicaccumulation modeling performed for the DEIS. This will fully disclose what the
document does and does not do and will assist readers in understanding that these
conciusions are riot generally applicable science and do pot predict the environmental
consequences of site-specific implementation or conditions that will result from other
projects or actions.
GC 5: In addition to the issues described above, the “No Action™ assumptions in various
chapters of the DEIS are not completely consistent. The assumptions for what actions
will or will not be taken under No Action conditions in the different anajyses contained in
Section 6 are not internally consistent and also are not consistent with the balance of the
document (See Page 6-14 Comment).
GC 6: In Section 8, "Selenium Bioaccumulation” of the SLDFR DEIS a model is created
that develops a generalized, worst-case analysis for selenium bioaccumulation at
evaporation basins and also for the Bay-Delta Region. The report strongly indicates that it
15 not possible to generalize selenium bicaccumulation effects in disparate areas but still
purports to do so.  We are attachimg as Exhibit B to these comments the report and
analysis prepared by Dr. Thomas Mongan addressing both the nature of selenium in the
only discharges that reach the Delta from the San Luis Unit at the present time,
describing the speciation and distribution of selenium from that source. These data and
analyses suggest that selenium from the San Joaquin River is not # major contributor to
elevated food chain selenium in the Delta ot Bay.
GUC-7: The Tables included in Sections 2 and 7 need significant revision. The categories
under consideration are sometimes amalgamations of various significance critera such as
those in 7.2.1, pages 7-11 and 7-12. Other categories purport lo summarize conclusion
refaning to “indlvidual effects” and “population level effects.” However, much of the
=ffects discussion in Section 7 and Section 8§ is general and not clearty tied to supporn
conciusions in these various categories. For cxample, there is no discussion anywhere

August 31, 2005
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PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAIN FEATU
REEVATUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September 1, 2003

about what constitutes “'population level effects,” Nex1, many of the cells contain flat
statements such as “significant adverse effect.” The text analvzing effects never
concludes that there will be a significant adverse effect, and the supporting information at
most states that the In-Valley Disposal Action “could have a significant adverse effect”
and in many cases, instead states that the action with appropriate management i3
“unlikely” to have a significant effect. Although the initial column is titled, “Alffected
Resources and Areas of Potential Effects,” the bald statement of “significant adverse
effects” in other columns will not likely be interpreted as qualified uniess those actual
L-24-20 | cnries state, “Possible adverse effect” Where the “mitigation” is incorporated in
comstruction requirements as standard practice, such as pre-construction surveys or
management actions to control noxious weeds, those measures should simply be
discussed as part of the proposed action to distinguish them from any after-the fact
mitigation requiremnents. Thus, the Tables tend (o oversimplify and thereby overstate the
expected adverse significant effects of the proposed No Action and Action alternatives.
Also, cells with information based on Section 8 modeled conclusions need to have
footnotes explaining the uncertainties associated with the analysis. Unless these tables
are systematically revised, they should be eliminated because they do not portray an
accurate view of the study’s conclusions and ve! will be made into overheads and utilized
as authorirative for years to come. See Comments on Table 2-13 and 7-6 and 7-7.
GC-8: Appendix M, the February 2005 Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report
prepared by US Fish and Wildlife Service hag muitiple significant problems. Tt states that
L-24-21 the evaluation that thg draft Report is supposed to make cannot be completed without a
large amount of additicnal information. Therefore, the final report must he carsfully
sorutinized to assure that it indeed meets the requirements under the Fish and Wiidlife
Coordination Act for the proposed actions. See Comments on Appendix M below.

Specific Comments

cont.

The balance of these comments is directed to providing corrected or updated information
relevant to the Northerly Area and the In-Valley Disposal alternative and to pointing out
areas where the SLDFR DEIS needs clanification or correction.

Section 1 Comiments
—
Page i-6, ff: Table 1-2 identifies Northern San Luis Unit Districts’ “Area Needing
Drainage Service' as 45.000 over the 50-vear planning horizon. The document should
ideniifv Appendix C, Tabie C1-3 as the source of the 45,000 acre figure and in addition,
the figure shouid be adjusted downward 1o 29.000 acres. See Page 2-12 Comment.
Furthermore, actual no-action conditions will include significantly increased acreage on
high-efficiency rmigation svstems. reducing the number of drainage-impaired acres
projected in the DEIS. <o the number wil] be smaller still. The same rypes of comments
sonceming actual no-action conditions are true for at least a portion of the Northerly Area

L-24-22
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Outside of the San Las Unit, much of which no longer receives CVP water. See Page 2-
12-Comment. All of this illustrates the maceuracy created by unlization of a 2001

L-24-22 existing conditions baseline that overstates the drainage impaired lands and therefore
cont. costs of implementing alternatives, and also thut overstates potential adverse impacts of
the No Action aiternatives and both adverse andd beneficial impacts of In-Valley Drainage
Disposal.

Page 1-9, Section 1.3.2: Panoche strongly agrees with the assumption that existing CVP
and local suppiies would continue 1o be available according to existing contracts. This is
L-24-23 the correct assumption and provides the appropriate link between the SLDFR DEIS
analysis and analysis that will be performed for San Luis Umit Long-Term Renewal
Confracts.
Page 1-10, 1.3.2: The DEIS states that sizing of drainwater collection, reuse, treatment
and disposal faciliues were based on implementation of vartous cost-effective actions.
One “drainwater reduction measure” is recycling. In Panoche’s experience, drainwater
L-24-24 recycling is implemented both on farm through return systerns and at the District level,
but such actions are to manage drainage after 1t has been produced, whereas such actions
as systems to increase irrigation efficiency and the elimination of seepage are drainage
reduction measures.
Page 1-11, 1.4.1: This section needs consistent terminology. The Grassland Bypass
Project invoives local activitiss to meet selenium and salinity load reductions during the
term of the Agreement for Use of the San Luis Dramn, the current version of which
expires December 31, 2009, Some of the local activities include development and
implementation of a 4,000-acre reuse area, operated by Panoche Drainage for the benefit
of Grassland Bypass Project participants and commonly referred to as the San Joaquin
L-24-25 River Improvement Project. Continuation of the SIRIP is a component of the Westside
Regional Drainage Plan, The EIS states that continued development and use of the reuse
area are in the No Action alternative. Expansion of that area, treatiment and disposal are
treated as part of the action alternatives. For clarity, these should be referred to as future
elements of the Westside Regional Dramage Plan, not of the “Grassland Bypass Project”
as stated in this part.
Page 1-13. 1.4.3: The most recent iteration of the updared Westside Regional Drainage
Plan prioritizes actions and updates cost estimates and timelines and is attached as
Exhibit A to these comuments. As indicated on Exhibit A, Pacheco is a stakeholder
participating in the Plan. Again. because this is an ongoing local project it will be
L-24-26 implemented as funding becomes available, based upon independent environmental
review where appropriate. Accomplishments under the WRDP prior to {inalization and
implemeniation of dranage service under the SLDFR DEIS will reduce costs and change
the comparative impacts analvsis hetween the No Action and the in-Vallev Disposal
alternatives.

.
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Section 2 Comments
[ Page2-1,2.2: The No Action Alternative is described as the “future without proiect”
afternative that includes individual farmers and districts making limited changes in
drainage management. 2.2.1 on page 2-2 states that “Water districts and landowners
would continue to address drainage problems within institutional, regulatory and
financial constraints currently in effect.” No Action therefore protects without-Project
L-24-27 drainage conditions as largely frozen at 2001 levels, except that the drainage outlet is
eliminated as of 2010, While we strongly disagree that it is an appropriaie assumption,
the DEIS needs to much more clearly state that its key No-Action assumption for the
Northerly Area is that the drainage that continues to be produced will be managed
by over-saturating irrigated land and the existing reuse area. Such a direct
statement would make Reclamation’s analysis of various adverse environmental
effects far more coherent and understandable than it is at present.

‘The central problem with No Action is the with the exiremely constrained future
management actions assumed in the DEISFuture institutional, regulatory and financial
constraints will continue to propel other actions for drainage management by local
entities and individuals and in particular, local implementation of the Westside Regional
Drainage Plan, whether or not the SLDFR actions are implemented. The No Action
Altemative should be revised to take into account reasonably identifiable activities within
L-24-28 the Northerly Area or the text should cxpressly acknowledge that the No Action
Alternative is constrained to fit the structure of this DEIS, that and conclusions drawn
about the comparative effects of various actions vs. No Action are likely overstated and
that the conclusions are not valid as tools for assessing expected effects of such actions as
renewal of contracts, expansion of the existing Northerly (SJRIP) reuse area, or
implementation of the Westside Regional Drainage Plan., all of which require more site-

specific analysis based on current conditions.

Page 2-2,2.2.1.1:

First paragraph, final two sentences should read: ~“Under the current Use Agreement,
expiring December 31, 2009, the Grassland Area Farmers must meet their selenium (SE)
[oud requirements within 20 percent of the annual and monthly targets or pay a fine. If
the annuei targer 1s exceeded by more than 20 percent, the Use Agreement can be
ternunated and allow no further discharges.” The Use Agreement does nof terrninate
because of monthly rrget exceedance so long as the annual targets are not excesded by
10%. absent evidence of unacceptable adverse environmental impacts from the monthiy
gxceedance.

L-24-30 Numbers 1 the first builer should be updated and corrected to show that 3,100 of the
4,000 acres have been planted: subsurface drainage svstems have been installed on 1,200

L-24-29

LA
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planted acres and 465 additional acres have existing subsurface systems but have not
been planted. The third bullet should show that the reuse facility in its current condition
can reduce drainage discharge needs by 8,200 AF (9,100 AF applied, 1,000 AF
discharged).

The DEIS has constructed the No Action Alternative as preventing discharge by the GDA
after 2009. The Mud Slough North water quality objective for selenium in critical years
is tantamount 10 a prohibition of discharge, should the compliance schedule remain
unchanged, so the assumption is logical for No Action. However, there are alternatives
outlined in the Use Agreement that could lead to a different discharge point and neither
Reclamation nor the Grassland Area Farmers have concluded that there is no possibility
of a future Use Agreement or discharge of drainage.

Page 2-5,2.2.1.1, first paragraph: Reference to the GDA's In-Valley Treatment/Drainage
Reuse Facility is confusing because there is no other mention of that Facility. For
consistency, this should be termed either the “existing Northerly Arca reuse facility” or
the “San Joaquin River Improverment Project.” The local plan for future expansion,
treatment and disposal is the Westside Regional Drainage Plan, The remaining
components of the WRDP inclode land acquisition of 200 acres, additional drainage
systems for 2,300 acres, and the installation of treatment and disposal facilities. Again,
this fmplementation of portions of the WRDP have already begun, so completely
ignoring it in the No Action is not reasonzable even though funding and technology are
net yet final. Note that the sizing of features in this section 1s inconsistent with the larger
sizing ncluded in Appendix C (see comment on page 2-12).

Page 2-6,2.2.1.3: In the second bullet, increased on-farm system improvemens are not
limited to Westlands. Significant expansions of drip and other high-efficiency
technologies are ongoing in Panoche and Pacheco Water Dristricts. The fifth bullet
acknowledges that drainwater reduction measures will be used at current or increased
levels and include seepage reduction, drainwater recyeling, shallow groundwater
pumping, and shatlow groundwater management. See page 6-14 Comment regarding
inconsistency in Section 6 No Action assumptions.

Page 2-8, 2.3.2.2: The Firebaugh Sumps feature as a proposed common element is
confusing. The Firebaugh Sumps are features of the Deita-Mendota Canal, not par: of the
San Luis Umit. The Delta-Mendota Canal is operated to 1nn large part to deliver to the San
Josguin River Exchange Contraciors their substitute supply of water, exchanged for San
Ioaguin River water benefiting the Friant Unit. The Deita-Mendota Canal is a centrel
feature of the Central Vailey Project authorized and constructed before the San Luis Unit
factiities. Analvsis of a disposal opnon for dramnage collected through these surnps needs
te he conducted. and given the location of the sumps, is logically addressed as part of this
study. However, sump operation 15 not a San Lais Unit feature or responsibility and
sheuld not be included s 3 ‘dranage service” feature that s reimbursabie by San Luis
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Umt Contraciors. Furthermore, the EIS does not make at all clear whether or not the
projected 1,100 AF/year drainage added to the burden of the Northerly Reuse Area is
inciuded in the sizing and in the impacts analysis. Thers needs to be a separate analvsis
of the incremental cost and impacts of disposing of this additional water becapse itis a
preposed solution to a CVP-wide operational issue and is net an obligation of the San
Luis Unit or of only those Sap Luis Unit lands in the Northerly Reuse Area,

Page 2-8, 2.3.2.3: The concept of reuse facilities serving as an underground regulating
reservoir needs clarification. In the Northerly Reuse Area, crop demand from mid-
November through January is extremely low. Whiie there is virtually no irrigation during
this peniod, rainfall and seepage from the San Luis Canal, for exampie, are collected
through the drainage system and produce water that must be managed if there is no
available discharge. Thus, small applications to the reuse area could increase water in the
soll profile for a 2-3 month period of time untl drain sumps in the teuse area can be
turned on. Az that point the water pumped out through the tile system will be applied to
meet crop demand, along with imgation from additional drainwater sources developed in
the service area during the irrigation season. Due 1o the limited application and limited
timeframe, this storage will have minimal effects on any resource. If the EIS intends
some other form of underground regulating reservoir or proposes construction of some
different system, this needs to be spelled out and analyzed.

Page 2-12, 2.3.2.3, Northerly Reuse Area: The DEIS states that the expansion area for
the Northerly Reuse Area is ““ap to 4,300 acres.” As noted above, the WRDP current
sizing is 2,200 acres of expansion area. The DEIS indicates that the Northerly Rense
Areaneeds o serve 81,000 acres. Table C1-3 in Appendix C should be updated because
this figure is too large. and Panoche believes that a more accurate number is 63,000 acres.
This would include 29,000 acres combined in Panoche (21,000, in lieu of 27,000),
Pacheco (5,000} and Charleston (3,000} within the San Luis Unit, but not the 10,060
acres in Broadview that no longer receive CVP contract water. The 6,000 acres of lands
in Panoche Drainage District outside the San Luis Unit should be reduced to
approximately 1,400 because CVP contract water is no longer applied in Mercy Springs
or in Oro Loma Water Districts. These figures need to be carefully reviewed and the
sizing updated througheut.

Page 2-16, Table 2.4-1: The sizing changes outlined above need 1o be incorporated into
Table 2.4-1.

Page 2-10, 2.4.1 2, Selemum Biotreamment: The Northerly Area flow rate will likely be
sigmificantly lower than 4428 AF/v. Panoche’s assumption for the Northerly arez is that
the fow rate o freatment will he 2,350 AF/vear once full on-farm and in-district source
control measures have been implemented. See Comment on Appendix C, Page C-7.
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Page 2-24, 2.4 2: Panoche strongly supports the adapiable approach outlined by
Reclamation in this section. However, this small section gets lost in the weight of the
pages. The EIS should more prominently and repeatedly state that drainage needs may
change and that biotreatment and evaporation is a surrpgate for future {reatment
alternatives. Biotreatment has a poorer Se removal capability and may create morce
potertial environmental risks than RO-based treatment modalities, and the testing results
may not in fact vet indicate that biotreatment can successfully weat high volumes of
drainage at the required rates. Work continues on evaporation basin altemnarives, so in
light of regulatory difficuities, potentially high mitigation costs, and the ability to utilize
reuse areas for a period of years without permanent adverse effects to soil or water
quality before treatment and disposal is required, the EIS should emphasize and that fina]
modahties will be selected and implemented following site-specific environmental
review.

Page 2-28, 2.5.1.1: See Page 2-24 Comment,

Page 2-73:2.11.3: See Page 2-24 Comment.
Page 2.85, Table 2.13-2: See GC7. This table purports te list envirormental effects of
the alternatives compared to the No Action Alternative. A significant problem is that the
conclusion as compared to the actual no action alterative is overstated, at least for the
In-Valley Disposal Alternatives, because the No Action alternative excludes actions that
wil} take place to manage drainage in almost the exact same way as the In-Valley
| Disposal Alternatives. A second major problem is that in presenting the summary.,
Reclamation draws conclusions without including appropriate qualification {e.g.,
“possible significant adverse effect” vs. “'significant adverse effect,” in some instances
based upon an overstated Selenium Bioaccumulation analysis. If the qualification on
whether or not significant effects may occur is intended to be covered by the first column
fitle, “Affected Resource and Area of Potential Effect,” that is not clear enough and
readers will be misiead into thinking the tables are stating the such effects will oceur.
™ Also, since Section § does include assessment of effects, those should be included in
relevant tables in Sections 2 and 7, rather than cross-referenced, although the caveat
regarding the verv conservative analysis in Section 3 must be footnoted or otherwise
pointed out.
Page 2-86, Table 2.13-2: The entry under *In Vallev Dispeosal,” Significant adverse
effects 1o San Joaquin kit fox and bald eagle from construction or aperation of project
facilities/Section 7 copsultation reguired.” is net documented or justified. At most the
cenclusion should be “possible significam effects.”

Page 2-87. Table 2.13-2: The entry under “In Valley Disposal,” “Individual-ievel effects
to federally fisted special status species due to Se bicaccurmnuiation in the San Joaquin
VallewSignificant adverse effects 10 San Joaguin kit fox/Section 7 consultation

pes
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required,” 15 ot documented or justified and is based upon a worst case scenario analysis
that is over generalized. At most the conclusion should be “possible significam effects,”
which is the appropriate conclugion to trigger consultation.
The entry under “State Listed Species, Adverse effects resulting in take of a listed
terrestrial species or ioss, degradation , fragmentation or disturbance of its habitat(s)” in
the In-Valley Disposal colurun, “Significant adverse effects 1o San Joaquin kit fox,
Swarinson’s hawk. peregrine falcon, bald eagle, California black rail, western vellow-
billed cuckoo, and burrowing owl, with mitigation - no significant effect™ At most the
cenctusion should state “possible significant effeets, with mitigation - no significant
effect.”
Page 2-88, table 2.13-2: Entry for Adverse effects resulting in take of a listed freshwater
aguatic/wetland species or loss, degradation, fragmentation or disturbance of its habitat(s)
in the [n-Valley Disposal column, “Significant effect to giant garter snake and California
red-legged frog from construction activities, with mitigation= no significant effects:” At
most the conclusion should state “possible significant effects, with mitigation ~ no
significant effect.” Note that the text concludes that red-legged frog is noted not to be
located in the Project arca and that the GGS habitat is located to areas adjacent to
Mendota Pool. Thus, for the Nertherly Area, there is no documentation of likely effect
on either species fom implementing the In-Valley Disposal Option. There should be a
text discussion of why the Project would or would not affect these species that are located
outside the Project area.
Entry for Individnal-level effects to state-listed special status species due to Se
bigaccumulation in the San Joaquin Valley, n the In-Valley Disposal column, Significant
adverse effects to the American peregrine falcon, Swainson’s hawk, greater sandhill
crane, and San Joaquin kit fox, potentially unavoidable™: The conclusion is not
documented or justified and is based upon a worst case scenario analysis that is over
generalized. At most the conclusion should be “possible significant effects, potentially
unavoidable.”

Section 35 Comments

-

Page 5-4, Section 5.1.2, Selenium: The comment that Se concentrations exceeded water
quality criteria ignores that fact that the Basin Plan and the Waste Discharge
Reguirements for the Grassland Bypass Project have a compliance schedule 1o meet
water quality objectives. and the levels in the compliance schedule have not been
exceeded.

-

Page 3-15, Section 5.1.2, Salinitv, first bullet on page: This bullet is over generalized and
therefore extremely confusing. First. the role of sourcewater in adding salts and selenium
to the San Joaquin River is misstated. *While all irrigation supplies have salt in the water,
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the supply from the Central Valley Project does not contribute above normal amounts,
and most of the Northerly Area districts prohibit discharges of tailwater, so the direct
contributicn of sourcewater to discharged salis 1s very limited. Stormwater runoff
(sheetflow} from the Northerly Area does not necessarily contribute any more salts than
storm runoff from other imgated areas reaching the San Joaquin River. Salts in source
waier contribute to saline subsurface discharges through the Grassland Bypass Project,
which all alternatives treat as terminating after 2009. Concerning selenium, irrigation
supplies m the Northern Area do not have high selenium levels. In the Panoche and
Pacheco areas of the San Luts Unit, irrigation supplies are almost exclusively CVP
surface supplies, generally below 2 ppb Se. On the other hand, stormwater Sows fom
natural creeks or high flews from storm events causing unimanageable discharges from
sumps may indeed continue to add selenium to naturat watercourses under virtually all
alternatives, including existing conditions.

Page 5-15, Section 5.1.2.1, San Joaquin River - Merced River to Crows Landing: Again
this section talks about exceedance of the 5 ug/l 4-day running average. This neglects
that fact that there is a compliance schedule to meet this objective.

Page 5-17, Section 5.1.2.2, San Joaquin River at Vernalis: The discussion identifies low
dissolved oxygen as a problem in the section discussing discharges from the GDA. If this
parameter is going to be mentioned, the text needs to point out that the primary cause is
the geometry of the Stockton Deepwater Ship Channel and discharges from nearby
wastewater treatment plants, While the Regional Board’s proposed TMDL. also assigns
responsibility to upstream discharges of nutrients or algae, there is no demonstrated
linkage 10 the GDA and studies te determine the sources, quantities and effects of
upstream contributions of algae and nutrients are only now getting under way.

Page 5-37, 5.2.3, No Action Alternative: This discussion of the effects on surface water
of the No Action Altemative is consistent with the analysis that excludes local actions
currently in the planning and environmental review stages. The assumption is
inconsistent with ongoing local planning and environmental review efforts. Because of
these local actions, the effects analyzed for surface water resources below are theoretical
and overly conservative. Preferably. the DEIS should incorporate more reasonable no
actipn assumptions. Al a minimumny, the DEIS must provide the caveat that because of the
constrained assurnptions, the conclusions re impacts do not apnly in other contexts, such
as contract renewal, to depict conditions that will exist if federal drainage service is not
provided {see GC-2).

Page 5-38. 5.2.3.Z, Operational Effects: This discussion talks about the effects of
groundwater guality and increased salinity and seienium Fom “unplanned uncontroilable
seepage discharges.” The basis for predicting such discharges is not explained and must
be. Further. if the ™no action” discussion is for cessauon of discharge from the GDA, it
seems highly unlikely that seepage would cause increases {n the amount of salts or
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selenum over and above the amounts discharged under the Grassland Bypass Project,
which is the existing condition, Finally, it is once again unrealistic to conclude that there
would not be ongoing local actions to manage drainage so as to avoid impacts to
groundwater quality that could lead to the projected seepage. See Page 5-57 and 6-14
Comments,

Page 5-61, 5.2.4.1, Construction Effects: There is no support for the conclusion that in
the Northerly Area construction effects could increase sediment in local creeks and
waterways o7 soil erosion due to land disturhance and 1 not clear that the mentioned
permit requirements would even apply. The analysis also is inconsistent with the analysis
of the Aquatic and Wetland Resources effects of constructicn of In-Valley Disposal,
which concludes that construction will take place on disturbed agricultural parcels, not
creeks or waterways (Page 7-21, 7.2.4.2).

Page 5-61, 5.2.4.2, Operational Effects: While the In-Valley Disposal alternative will
have the beneficial effects described, the No Action Altemative also assumes the
termination of subsurface drainage discharges after 2010, with the same beneficial effect.

See Page 5-57 and 5-58 Comments.

Page 5-129, 5.2.12, Camulative Effects: See Comment GC3 and Page 2-1, 2.2, The
assumption ihat the Northerly Area will do nothing to manage drainage, beyvond current
levels, but will end discharges by 2010 is inconsistent with the statement:” For future
projects, such as implementation of TMDLs for Se in the San Joaquin River Basin, it was
assumed that required actions needed to comply with discharge requirements would be
taken under both the action and no action alternatives.”

Page 5-129, 5.2.12.1, Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads for Salt and Beron:
Again, the analysis assumes the Grassland Area Farmers will participate in the TMDIL.,
which will require local actions that will not be limited as assumed in the Neo Action
Alternatives (See Commment GC 3 ). Furthermore, the DEIS needs to point out the
uncertamty of projecting effects where there is no final TMDL in the Basin Plan and no
implementation schedule or strategy. Explain how and why load allocations in the draft
TMDL are included in the San Jeaquin River model baseiine—do you mean existing
CaiSim modeling, or something developed for this Project?

Page 5-132, 5.2.13.2, In-Valley Dizposal Alternative: In this paragraph summarizing
Environmental Effects, the DFIS claims 2 beneficial effect compared to No-Action
hecause warer from the GDA will be disposed of at the tacilities. The No-Action
Ajternarive also asgumes no discharge from rhe GIDYA. so there is no difference n effect.
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Page 5-136, Table 5.2-13. Improper conclusions of significant beneficial effects from
In-Valley Disposal compared to No Action. Sce Page 5-132 Comment.

Section & Comments

This Section is not well presented and does appear well integrated into other portions of
the DEIS w terms of the numbers used for anaiysis and of many of the assumptions. One
intrinsic problem is the inadeguate explanation of what No Action apparently means, 2.2,
oversaturation of irrigated land and existing reuse area by recycling to hold back all
drainage that is produced (See Page 2-1 Comment). If that is the assumption, it needs o
be clearly and preminently stated to provide context. A second issue is the No Action
Alternative’s exciusion of local/regional continuing activities 10 manage groundwater in
the existing Noertherly Reuse Area serving the Grassland Drainage Area (Northern Area)
after 2009 that are planned for implementation by local agencies (See Exhibit A). The
exclusion causes the conclusion of adverse effects from the No Action on groundwater or
soils to be overstated. Apart from that, the effects of the No Action within the GDA on
groundwater and soils are not well explained in the Section 6 text. Fer example, as best
we can tell, the only information on “unconirolled discharges™ relates to an assurned
15,400 AF/year mentioned in Appendix C on page C-13. Appendix C itself gives no
explanation but refers to a different document not readily available to the reader, and the
text just needs to state what this represents. We understand the sources to be Agueduct
seepage, underground flows from the Coastal Range, and upslope activities, none of
which arise from irmgation in the Northerly Area. [f we are correct, then such flows are
inciuded both in existing conditions and No Action conditions. Therefore, if a change in
the No Action is cessation of existing subsurface discharges in 2010, it seems highly
unlikely that the uncontroiled flows themselves or any increment of seepage they cause
could increase drainage production or worsen downstreamn conditions over existing
conditions that include both subsurface discharges and the “uncontrolled flows.”
Furthermore, this reference to “ancontrolled discharges,” appears to be the only basis for
certain other conclusions on adverse environmental effects in other parts of the
document, unjustifiably making it appear that but for the Project, serious environmental
copsequences will resulf to groundwater and from groundwater seepage once the
Grassland Bypass Project expires at the end of 2009. The impact is doubly damaging
since, without explanation of the nature of the “uncontroiled discharges,” many readers
will assume that such adverse effects originate with Northerly Area imigation. The
“uncontrolled discharges” assumption needs 1o be clarified throughout, Appendix C
nesds to be revisited as 1o whether or not the assumption is correctly carried through, and

any efferts attributed o the “unconuroiled discharge™ throughout the document need fo

be either corrected or explained.

Page 6-14. 6.2.2. No Action Alternauve: The assumptions for the No Action Altemative
for the GDA (Nertherly Aveal set out i the text do not match the agsumptions i any
other portion of the No Action anaivses: “lrigation Svstem improvemenis and pracices
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on farmed lands in the GDA and Westlands remain the same as existing conditions.” That
is not correct, since the No Action sisewhere assumes termination of existing discharges
in2010. Also, Footnote 2 on Page 6-14 states “In the Northerly Ares, the reporied
existing condition recharge rates were increased to 0.04 fooUyear to inciude seepage from
unitned canals ™ [s the seepage from unlined canals different from the “uncontrolled
discharge™ See preceding Comment on Section 5. Further, the No Action Alternative
chapier assumes ongoing or increased drainwater reduction, recycling and groundwater
management, as well as district actions to reduce seepage. See pages 2-2 and 2-6 and
Comment for page 2-6. Therefore, the assumption of increasing recharge rates for
seepage for No Action is not explained and does not appear to be valid. This is especially
true when footnote 2 for Existing Conditions, Appendix E4, Page E4-5 reduces rates due
to seepage reduction. Efforts to get clanity on this issue by a careful review of Appendix
C proved fruitless. The assumptions for drainflow do not seem to be the exact same
assumptions used i the drammwater reduction measures/drainage system buildup sections
{sec, e.g. C-13 vs Table C1-12 foomote, etc).

Page 6-15, 6.2.2, No Action Altemative; The numbers utilized are incorrect. The
existing reuse facility is 4,000 acres, not 3,000 acres, has been in operation since 2000,
and currently can reduce drainage discharge needs by 8,200 AF, not 7,200 AF (see Page
2-1, 2.2.1.1 Comment). The problem with the inclusion of 14,000 acre feet of what it
calls “uncortrolied disciiarge not managed by the Grassland Bypass Project” is discussed
under the Section 6 Comment above, Why is this 14,000 acre feet, when Appendix C
uses 15,400 AF? s this something else? |
Page 6-16, In-Valley Disposal Options, second bullet: seepage reduction projects are
projected by the Grassland Area Farmers to decrease water table recharge by up to
12,000 AF/vear over this planning horizon, rather than only 4,200 AF.
Page 6-17, In-Valley Disposal Options, final bullet and page 6-18, third, seventh and last
bullets on page: The existing 4,000-acre Northerly Area reuse facility is already in
operation; no other reuse Facilities will be online in 2005, so the assumptions of reuse in
2005 appear erroneous.
Page 6-17. 4" buliet on page: Panoche anticipates enly about 1,100 possible additional
acres of tile drain systems. Pacheco is fully tiled. Approximately 1,750 acres in Mercy
Springs Water District and Ore Loma Water District are no longer receiving CVP
contract water supplics and no new 1ile drain systems are anticipated in those areas.
Therefore, unless the authors are projecting 4900 additional tiled acres within the
Firebaugh service area {(which includes Camp 13); the projection of 6,000 acres of new
tle svstems is too high.
Page 6-35.6.2.12.1 No Action Altermative: A general review of Section 6 and its
appendices suppotts the conclusion that the environmental ¢ffects set forth in the “Effects

August 31, 2005 i3

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-138



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

L-24-72
cont.

L-24-73

L-24-74

L-24-75

L-24-76

L-24-77

PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANQUHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAIN FEATURE
REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September 1, 2005

Summary” for seif salinity on may well overstate the effects of No Action, especially
|_comparad to data coilected in Westlands that suggests no changes over the past 18 years.

Section 7 Commentis

Page 7-11, 7.2, Environmental Conseguences: The section states: Tt is assumed that if a
praject feature or activity affects a mappable area of 2 giver: habitat type or vegetation
community, the individual species or guilds of spectes that commonly use that habitat
would also be affected.” I this is intended to state the criteria for determination of
“popuiation level effects,” that mast be clearly stated because there is no other such
definition of population level effects in the text, The text acknowledges that there
were no detailed surveys to determine whether or not particnlar species, popalations
or occupied habitats exist in the proposed project areas. Therefore, Reclamation
needs 1o make clear that any cenclusions contained in the DEIS that Action or No Action
Alternatives will have significant environmental effects is a gross level, worst-case
evaluation and that site-specific work may well indicate that no such effects, for example,
from the In-Valley Disposal Altemative or the Westside Regional Drainage Plan, will
oceur.

Page 7-11, 7.2.1, Evaluation Criteria: Add qualifying statements at end of introductory
paragraph: “Any conclusions contained in the DEIS that Acticn or No Action
Alternatives could have significant environmental effects is an appraisal level evaluation.
Site-specific assessment wonld be required to determine whether or not any such
significant adverse effects are likely to occur.

Page 7-14, 7.2.3.1, Terrestrial Resources: The No Action Alternative description of the
existing Northerly Area reuse facility shouid be updated to show that it is a 4,000-acre
facility, of which 3100 acres are currently developed with a current inflow capacity of
6,100 AF/vear.

Page 7-16, 7.2.3.2: The next to last paragraph in this section starts by talking about
cessation of drainage discharges from the GDA, which is assumed for the No Action
Alternative. The final sentence states that “unmanaged drainage flows of poor quality
would “degrade aquatic habitat conditons.” Either the flows from the Grassland Bypass
Project cease or they don’t. The final sentence should be eiiminated, along with any
conclusion of adverse effects from such flows. If this is referring to assumptions about
unmanaged seepage, see Section 6 and Page 6-14 Comments.

Page 7-17-7-21.7.2.4.1, In-Vallev Disposai Alternative, Terresirial Resources: These
sections gengrally analyvze facmal information in a common sense marmer. See comment
on Page 8-15, 8.2.2.5 concerning lack of explanation of purported impacts from soil
Se concentrations. Aiso. the cross-references to Section 8.2.2.] regarding seleninm

bioaccumulation effects from evaporation ponds introduce {ar more theoretical and

T
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L-24-78

L-24-79

L-24-80

L-24-81

L-24-82

PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAINTEATURE
REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September 1, 2005

overstated impacts, than the fzcrual analysis included in Scerien 7, and thig discrepancy
should be noted cach dme it occurs.

Page 7-21 and -22, 7.2.4.2, Aquatic and Wetland Resources, Reuse Areas and
Evaporation Basins: The lead-in sentence states: “Construction of the proposed reuse
facilities and evaporation basis could result in a significant loss of natural aguatic or
wetland habitat.” This should be changed o indicate that it is mlikely that constructien
could result in such significant loss, given the significance criteria listed in 7.2.1.2 on
page 7-12 and the balance of the discussion. The fext consistently points out that reuse
areas will be on existing agriculturally developed areas where aguatic resources are not
present and the area is large enough to permit sitting to avoid wetland impacts.

Page 7-22, 7.2.4.2, Operation Effects, Reuse Areas: See comment on Page 8-15, 8.2.2.5
re impacts from soil Se concentrations; Evaporation Basins: the reference should be to
Secticn 8.2.4.2, which discusses evaporation basins.

Page 7-23, 7.2.4.3, Special Status Species; We note the final sentence in the first
paragraph: “For those Federally listed species with “may adversely affect”
determinations, Reclamation would engage in consultation with the Service under
Section 7 of the ESA to identify measures or avoid or minimize potential effects.” This
sentence accurately depicts the consultation requirement and also the extent of the
likely findings from this level of review and appears to sharply contrast with
conchisory statements in Tahles 2-13 and 7-6 through 7-13 that flatly state,
“significant adverse effects,” The Tables should be revised to omit any reference to
consultation with the cells of the table and instead to include a footnote,
*“Consultation to be Requested Where Appropriate” on each page.

Page 7-24, Table 7-2: See Comument on Page 7-23; change “Effect column” entries for
San Joaquin kit fox, Swainson’s hawk, American peregrine falcon; Bald eagle; California
black rail; Western burrowing ow); Western vellow-billed cuckoo; giant garter snake and

| _California red-legged frog to “May have significant effect; mitigation feasibie.”

Page 7-24 and 7-24, 7.2.4.3. Construction Effects: The text does a good job of discussing
the likeiithood of presence, potential exposure and available avoidance mechanisms for
the various species.

_Page 7-26.7.2.4.3, Operation Effects: The sentence, “No mappable units of native or
sensitive terresirial habitat rvpes, as identified in the CNDDB (CDFG 2003}, would be
affected by the In-Valiey Disposal Alternative features” is important and should be
moved to its own paragraph in the generel “Special Status Species” paragraph of 7.2.4.2.
Tt 1s buried here and doesn’t appear to relate solelv to Operation Effects. See Page 8-26.

8.2.4.3 Comment.
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REEVALUATION
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September 1. 2003

Second paragraph, first sentence: See Pape 8-26, 8.2.4.3 Comment re San Joaguin Kit
Fox.

Page 7-27, 7.2.43: Concerning the firs: paragraph discussing use of the reuse areas by
Swainson’s hawk and greater sandhill crane, see Page 8-26, 8.2.4.3 Comment.
Page 7-74, 7.2.11, Cumulative Effcets: See GCI Comment. The DEIS shouid digclose
that, because the Cumulative Effects include the narrow view of “reasonably certain”
L-24-83 future drainage management actions outside of implementation: of an Alternative under
the SLDFRE, the Cumulative Impacts of the In-Valley Disposal Option and the No
Action Alfernative are overstated,
Page 7-76, 7.2.12., Environmental Effects Summary: The “Summary of Effects” in
Section 7, Biolegical Resources does not relate cleanly to the rest of that Section. There
is no explanation as to why the comparisons to Existing Conditions is included, and
it is unclear why 2002 is the existing conditions date,, vs. 2001 i the rest of the DEIS,
If the DEIS is going make such comparisons, then there must be discussion somewhere in
the text of the differcnces between the effects on biological resources between the Action
Alternatives and Existing Conditions. We cannot locate any such discussion. Therefore,
at present, there is no explanation or justification in the text for the summary conclusions
about differences between existing conditions and the No Action and Action Alternatives
L-24-84 for biclogical resources. The lack of clear analysis is made worse by further
summarizing conclusions in Tables 7-17 through 7-13, and then using them for further
sumunarizing in Table 2-13. This happens, for example, on Table 7-7 where the In-Valley
Disposal Alternative is characterized as having a “significant adverse effect” on San
Joaquin Kit Fox and bald eagle vs. No Action but having a “significant effect” vs.
Existing Conditions (e.g., on page 7-95). Since the discussior on No Action specifically
gtates it wounid have no effect on special status terrestrial species {page 7-77), why does
the surnmary say there will be a “significant effect™ These tables need to be carefully
compared to the actual conclustons in the text and only conclusions with supporting
information should be included.

L-24-85 Page 7-77, 7.2.12.1, No Action Alternative, Aquatic and Wetland Resources: This
apalysis is ncorrect. See Page 5-38, 5.2.3.2, Operational Effects, Comment.
Federnily Listed and State-Listed Species Special Status: Because the assumption that
L-24-86 No Action means no cm?zsmlcziorz but i fact, %m?k:mentqtion of the W’esiside Regronal
Drainaye Plan will continue, the sctual effects of No Action are essentiaily the same as
the m-Valley Drainage Disposal Option.
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L-24-89

L-24-90
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PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANGCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
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REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September 1, 2003

Page 7-78,7.2.12.2, In Valley Disposal Alternative, Terrestrial Resources 47 bullet:
Preconstruction surveys and appropriate conservation measures and construction
practices should be considered part of the project, rather than listed as mitigation,

Page 7-78,7.2.12.2, Aguatic and Wetland Rescurces: The summary discussion of
adverse effects to wintering waterbirds s inadequate to explain any population level
effects, yet conclusions as to population effects are extrapolated in Table 2.13-2. Even if
based on the criterion stated in Section 7.2, such conclusions appear to be entirely
specutative, This is a good example of over-summarizing leading to unsupported
conclusions.

Page 7-79, 7.2.12.2, Federally and State-Listed Special Status Species. See GC7. See
Comments ou Section 8.

Tables 7-6 and 7-7: See Comment GC7 and Page 7-76, 7.2.12 Comment on need to
revise Tables.

Page 7-93, Table 7-6, *“No Action Altemnative Compared 1o Existing Conditions/ Aquatic
and Wetland Resources:™ There is no justification anywhere in the docurnent for the
statement: ‘“Water quality of refuge water in supply channels would deteriorate after
December 2009.” The No Action Alternative assumes that discharges from the
Grassland Bypass Project would cease after December 2009 and nothing in this DEIS
supports the conclusion that existing conditions would worsen by that cessation. See
Page 5-58, 5.2.3.2 and Section 6 Comment.

Page 7-94 thru 7-96, Table 7-7 (In-Valley Disposal vs. No Action and vs. Existing): See
Comments GC7.”" Since the No Action aiternative agsumes that there would be no
deveiopment of treatment or disposal facilities on existing reuse areas and current
conditions would have to inclade the existing facilities {(which should be reflected as of
2003, not 2001), why wouid the construction of the In-Valley Disposal Optiont resuit in
*Significant adverse effects as compared to No Action, but only “adverse effects”
compared to Existing Conditions”? The same unexplained conclusion is drawn in the
rows for Federally listed species: “Adverse effects resulting in 1ake of a listed rerresirial
species or loss, degradation , fragmentation or disturbance of its habitat(s) and in State
listed species: “Adverse effects resulting in take of a listed zerrestrial species or loss,
degradation , fragmentation or disturbance of i1s habuta(s). There is no explanation
anvwhere 1 the document for such conciusion.  As noted in GC7, it is confusing to
refer 10 Section 8 separately, and any conclusions regarding selenium Moaccumulation
effects should be wrapped into the same tables. with appropriate caveats for the
encertainties in the studies performed. Finallv, under Federally Listed Special-Status
Species. the table should not include the emry, “Section 7 consuitation will be hutiated.”
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cont.

L-24-92

L-24-93

L-24-94

L-24-95

L-24-96

PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRADN FEATURE
REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Septermber 1, 2003

instead, Section 7.2.121n the text and a footnote to these tables should indicate:
“Section 7 consultation will be initiated as appropriate.” This is not the Biological
Assessment and ne statements about mnitiating consultation should be inserted into these
summary (ables, in particular in light of the deficiencies discussed above.

Section § Comments

Section § "Selenium Bioaccumulation” of the SLDFR Draft EIS correctly recognizes thar
bioaccurnulation through the food chain is the key ssue regarding the environmental
effects of selenium, and that serenity bicaccumulates more readily than sefenate.

Becaunse the “detailed risk assessment” in Appendix G analvzes only the evaporation

basin feature of the In-Valiey Disposal Altemnative, for clanty, the following phrase

should be added after “Appendix (5.7 in the final sentence: “which examines the
potential for adverse ecological effects to avian receptors from evaporatien basins.”

Page 8-2, 8.1.1, In-Valley Disposal Area: Is this general discussion supposed to be
background or to describe “existing conditions” for purposes of comparison to action
conditions? If it is supposed to describe existing conditions, it should say so but also
should be updated from 2001. .

Page 8-5: The second sentence in the first full paragraph reads: “Particulate Se
concentrations ranged from 4.2 to 1.} micrograms per gram, with the highest
concentrarions seen tn the Delta and more than 73 percent of particulate SE was the most
bioavailable form, organic selenide,” This sentence should be followed by: “However,
as regards effects in Suisun Bay, it must be noted that Cutter and Cutter (Estuarine,
Coastal and Shelf Science 61, 463, 2004, page 474) state that “mnost organic selenides in
marine systems appear to be relatively unavailable.”

Page §-6, 8.1.4 Delta Disposal Alternatives Area: The document points out that
selenium concentrations in diving ducks m Suisun Bay are lower now than in 1989 and
1990, hefore discharge controls reduced selenite discharges to Suisun Bay. The DEIS
also should note that the same is true for sturgeon ("Selenium in San Francisco Bay -
Conceptual Model/Impairment Assessment, Clean Estuary Parmership, June 2005, Figure
14, page 43). These important data underscore the fact that sefenire discharges and
concentrations are the key factor in selenium bicaccumulation, and the DEIS should
specifically recognize that factor in this discussion,

Page 3-7, 8.2.1 Evaiuation Criteria: The DEIS states that it s “impossibie to
quantiatively predict changes i Se bicaccumulation for the No Action Alternauve,” bur
does not indicate why. Therefore the action alternatives are compared to 2001 baseline
comditions to determine the liketv significance of effects of Se bioaccumulation.
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L-24-97

L-24-98

L-24-99

L-24-100

L-24-101

L-24-102

L-24-103

L-24-104

PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT. PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAIN FEATURE
REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September 1, 26003

Page 8-7, 8.2.2, Modeling Methods and Assumptions. This introductory paragraph needs
1o include the sentence from page 8-23: “Most of the criteria and parameters used in this
assessment are intended (o provide & conservative (high end) evaluation of potential

out in this sectron so that the reader can consider the limitations of the modeling and
assessmen: before reading the conclusions drawn by the authors,

Page 8-, 8.2.2.1, In-Valley Disposal Alternative: The discussion approprately explains
why only waterbirds that feed on plants and invertebrates in the proposed evaporation
ponds are considered, rather than a wider range of species.

Page B-10: The note following Table 8-2 appears to be a holdover from an carlier drafl.

does not maie ciear what proportion of selenium species was presumed. Asnoted in
elsewhere in Section 8, the speciation 15 entical to the actuai Se bicaccumulation.

Page §-11: “SPM"” is nowhere defined in the text. Doss it mean “Se Particulate Matter™?

Page 8-12 through 8-14, Biota-Sediment Accumulation Factor: The discussion
repeatedly points out the limited quantity and quality of available data, the use of
averaging instead of determining more site-specific factors, and the selection of
mulitiplication factors based upon very limited data. This information points to the
uncertainty associated with the conclusions.

Page 8-14, Bioconcentration Factor: The discussion appropriately dismisses the
applicabitity of Bioconcentration Factors for analyzing selenium effects in the Bay , after
a long and perhaps unnecessary discussion {pages 8-11 and 8-12). Under the
circumnstances where there is little data on selenium speciation under different
alternatives, the Biota-Sediment Accumulation Factor approach based on estimated total
selemum concentration in suspended particulates seems a reasonable first step towards
estimating bicaccumulation 1n the Bay. Again, the limited effect of agricultural
discharges is likely because of the low percentage of selenite in the water as compared to
industrial discharges. See Exhibit B,

selemum directly from soils lack expianaticn, background, or scientific documentation.
Either an explanation about why soils are 4 separate concern must be included, or any
concerns about the interaction between soii selenium and bicaccumulation through
exposure of sotls te water and an explanation of the appropriate management (i.e.,
monitoring} must be included. Agam, Panoche’s experience in the feld has not shown
that seil selemium per se hag adverse effecis on any resource. As a precautionary
measure, Panoche does conduct monitoring of seeds and other products
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cont.

L-24-105

L-24-106

L-24-107

L-24-108

PANOCHE WATER RISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAIN FEATURE
REEVALUATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
September 1, 2005 :

Page 8-24 and 8-25, 8.2.4.2, Aquatic Resources: Appendix G produces a worst case
scenarie. Therefore, as regards the discussion of the effects of the In-Valley Disposal
Alternative, the last five paragraphs in Section 8.2.4.2 should be replaced by:

There is the potential for bioaccumulation of selenium in birds at evaporation
ponds. Iris very difficult to acourately estimate selenium concentrations in food
organisms in evaporation ponds because of the vanations in selenjum speciation
and hiclogical species assemblages in those ponds. However, selenium
concenrations in food orgamisms in these ponds would probably result in harmful
seleniumm levels in birds in the absence of mitigation measures [Appendix (1.
However, mitigation measures o limit or prevent bird feeding at these ponds can
reduce impacts to levels that are not significant at the population level.

Page 8-26, 8.2.4.3, Special Status Species: The discussion of the predatory effects on
water birds at the Tulare Lake Drainage District is exactly the good data that should be
presented in this analysis. Of note is that birds of prey showing elevated selenium
tecovered fuily when fed a diet with normal Se concentration. In contrast, the document

references Appendix G as the source of “evidence” that birds of prey “may expenence”
significant adverse effects. The assumption In Appendix G is the extreme—that the
feeding will be exclusively on evaporation pends for an extended period of time. Thus,
while Appendix G is useful as 2 worst case analysis tool, the conclusions of Appendix G
should not be utilized without application of the comimon sense approaches of avoidance
and likely behaviors that are otherwise integrated into most of the Section 7 discussion.
Failure to integrate actual data leads to the unqualified conclusions in some tables that
there will be “sighificant adverse effects” from implementation of the [n-Valley Disposal
Option, when at most there “may be” such effects.

Page 8-26. The statement that the San Joaquin kit fox would favor sites nearest the
castern edges of the drainage areas seems like it was extrapolated from some other source
and location. What does “drainage areas™ refer to? Please identify with more specificity
what location you are speaking of, e.g. with reference to which reuse site or sites?
Page 8-26. The discussion of the Cailiformia black rail and westeru yellow-billed
cuckoo should add: “Habitat types (emergent marshlands and ripanan forest} do aot
exist within the proposed reuse area and no vther emergent marshlands or riparian
forest areas utilized by these species would be affected by operation of any In-Valley
Disposal Alternative facility.”
Page 8-27, 8.2.4.3: In the Discossion of Chinook salmoun and other fish, the In-
Valley Disposal Alternative 1s no differemt from No Action in assuming no discharges
‘rom the Grassland Bypass Project. Thus, 11 is incorrect to sav that a reduction in Se load
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cont.

L-24-109

L-24-110

L-24-111

L-24-112

L-24-113

L-24-114

PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
PACHECO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON SAN LUIS DRAIN FEATURE
REEVALUATION )

ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT

September 1, 2003 .

entering the San Joaquin River is “as direct result of this Project.” In light of this fact, the
finai sentence is irrelevant and should be omitted.
Appendix C
Page C-7 C1.1.4.1, Drainage Rates: The first paragraph does not make sense. The
annual field drainage rates for the Northerly Area are assumned to be 42 AFAiled acre, but
after application of source control measures {which include seepage reductions), the rate
is assumed to increase to 34 AFtiled acre, apparently for “uncontrolled seepage.” There
is no expianation as to why either the seepage or the field drainage rate should increase.
Page C-8, C.1.4.1: The assumption a5 to crop mix is outdated, and clearly wilizing the
crop with the most water table recharge over-estimates the water recovered into the
drainage svsterm. More and more acreage in Panoche [s going into drip systems for
permarnent crops.
Page C-9, C.1.4.1: The projected amount of drainage flowing to the Northerly Reuse
Area of 29,460 AF/year is approximately 10% larger than the actual amount of drainage
for 2008, which was 27,000 AF. With assumed on-farm and in-district drainage
reduction measures, the projected flows should be even smaller, and Panoche currently
estimates the Northerly Area volume of water flows to reuse at 14,200 AF with full
implementation of on-farm and district source control measuses.
Page C-17, C.1.1.5: The reuse area should be cousistently named, ¢.g., “the existing
Northerly Area reuses area.” Also, experience is now that the reuse can continue without
disposal for 3 years, Using a 5-year timeline for the lag between reuse implementation
and facilities for treatment and disposal is much more realistic and will allow appropriate
adaptive management and titne for development of treatment and disposal alternatives
with a higher confidence of their performance capability,

Appendix G

"Ecological Risk Assessment - In-Valley Disposal Altemative” of the SLDER Draft EIS

1s a "worst-case scenario” because it assumes that there is no mitigation and all birds

using the evaporation basins get 100% of their food from the evaporation basins (page G-
23

Appendix M

The snalvsis contained in Appendix M, the Febroary 2005 Draft Fish and Wildlife
(Coordination Act Report prepared by US Fish and Wiidlife Service is based on
assumptions that are speculative. misstate facts or law. and in some instances, are

drasticailv different than the proposed project. For exampie. the Report more or less
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L-24-115

L-24-116

L-24-117

L-24-118

L-24-119

PANCCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September 1, 2005 .

accurately outlines the No Action alternatives on page 7, but then assurnes that under No
Action, two-thirds of the Northerly Area will be “retired” by rising groundwater over the
50-year planning horizon and that the 50% of the contractual water supply from that
acreage will be reailocated teo fish and wildlife purposes (pages 18 and 19 of the Report).
Those assumptions are not included in the DEIS and are so inconsistent with the data in
|_the DEIS and from the ongoing Grassland Bypass Project’s record of drainage reductian
as to lack credibility. The groundwater effects are speculative and assume
implementation of particular management practices {2 years fallowing followed by
|_cotton) that lack both practicality and legal or instifutional implementation mechanisms.
The statements about the CVPIA and Reclamation’s obligations about contract suppiies,
are flatly wrong and entirely inconsistent with existing or proposed repewal contracts or
CVPIA. Therefore it is ot clear how the purported analysis of the No Action Alternative
can serve as an evaluation of Reclamation’s No Action Altemnative for this project,
The Report’s analysis of the Tn-Valley Disposal Alternatives in general does seem to
analyze the potential effects of the alternatives presented by Reclamation. However, the
credibility of the document is weakened when it raises completely unsubstantiated
“concerns’ about water from retired land going ‘o convert native habitat and talks about
non-existent legal obligations of Reclamation to provide substitute water for drain water
reaching the San Joaquin River. Reclamation is not required to consider an aliemative
that in lieu of providing drainage service to lands served by CVP water pursuant to
contracts with water districts, retires half of the entire San Luis Unit service area through
a mandatory program and usurps the water supply. In all these respects, the Report is a
lobbying document more than a scientific analysis of Reclamation’s projected action.

Appendix M also asserts that a large amount of additional work is required before the
evaluation can be completed, including complete negotiation of mitigation. It then
concludes that the required mitigation for the evaporation pond mitigation is so exorbitant
that it would be infeasible (Page 45). Who are the Mitigation Working Group and the
Land Retirement Planning Team, and what input do affected San Luis Unit
representatives have? A Project that is not economically feasible and that amounts to
involuniary land retirement is not drainage service, which is what the DEIS evaluates.

All in all, the final version of this Report needs to be dramatically revised and carefuily
scruiimzed to make certain that it provides adequare coordination with regard to
Reclamation’s proposed project alternatives and satisfies the statutory requirement.

August 31. 2805 22

Note: The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation. Because it is not comment material, it is
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not included in the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project
and is available upon request.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-24

L-24-1

This comment is a general summary of the specific comments included later in the commenter’s
letter. Responses to specific comments are provided below. No response is necessary to this
summary comment.

L-24-2,3

See Master Response ALT-N1 regarding the use of 2001 information for existing conditions and
assumptions used for the No Action Alternative.

L-24-4

Inclusion of the requested discussion in the Draft EIS is premature because no decision had been
made on which alternative was to be implemented. Such integration would take place during the
final design phase, following preparation of the Feasibility Study and the request for funding.

L-24-5

Without more information about which tables are not supported in the text, no response is
possible. Specific comments on the Draft EIS from this comment letter are addressed in
subsequent responses.

L-24-6

Additional background information on entities within the Northerly Area has been added to
Section 1.3.1.

L-24-7
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative.

L-24-8

The comment is noted. Including more acres requiring drainage service will serve to disclose
more impacts than are likely to occur, thereby resulting in a conservative NEPA analysis.

L-24-9, 10
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to project assumptions.
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L-24-11
See Response to Comment L-24-4.

L-24-12

See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive management and monitoring
and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively.

L-24-13
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-24-14

See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive management and monitoring
and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively.

L-24-15

Changes in existing conditions have occurred since 2001. However, for the purpose of the NEPA
review and impact analysis, the existing conditions description used in the Draft EIS is adequate
to assess impacts among project alternatives because the new projects that have occurred since
2001 would serve to lessen the adverse impacts disclosed in the EIS, as discussed in Master
Response ALT-N1. NEPA requires comparison to No Action. The description of existing
conditions may be updated for subsequent CEQA documents.

L-24-16 - 18
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative.

L-24-19

The EIS needs to make a determination of impacts with the information that is currently
available, while recognizing that uncertainty exists and identifying specific sources of
uncertainty. The EIS does not attempt to evaluate whether the San Joaquin River is currently a
major contributor to elevated food-chain Se in the Delta or Bay, as such an evaluation is not the
objective of the EIS.

L-24-20

The tables, text, and significance conclusions in Section 7 of the Final EIS have been revised for
clarity and consistency.

L-24-21
See Master Response BIO-1 in regard to Appendix M of the Draft EIS.
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L-24-22
The recommended change to Table 1-2 has been made in the Final EIS.

The change in projected acres needing drainage for the Northerly Area based on the
improvements to irrigation efficiency that have occurred during EIS preparation was considered
in the Feasibility Study. If an In-Valley Alternative is selected and funded, the number of acres
needing drainage would be refined during the final design. For the purpose of environmental
impacts evaluation, Reclamation has assumed that 45,000 acres will require service to provide a
worst-case estimate of adverse environmental impacts.

L-24-23
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-24-24

“Drainwater reduction” is a general term applied to both drainwater prevention and recycling.
Source control was included in the estimates of drainage service rates, and reuse of drainwater is
a component of all action alternatives considered in the EIS.

L-24-25

The sentence “Future components of the Grassland Bypass Project have been incorporated into
the action alternatives evaluated in this EIS, specifically expanded reuse, treatment, and disposal
components” has been deleted from Section 1.4.1, revised to say “Westside Regional Drainage
Plan” instead of “Grassland Bypass Project,” and moved to Section 1.4.5.

L-24-26

See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for existing conditions and the No
Action Alternative.

L-24-27

On-farm, in-district activities assumed to take place under the No Action Alternative are
presented in Section 2.2.1.3. Impacts from these actions are presented in the different resource
sections.

L-24-28
See Master Response ALT-NL1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative.

L-24-29
The text of Section 2.2.1.1 has been revised as indicated in the comment.
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L-24-30

See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to changes to the affected environment and existing
conditions discussions.

L-24-31

The commenter pointed out that alternatives outlined in the Use Agreement could lead to a
different discharge point for the Grasslands Drainage Area and neither Reclamation nor the
Grassland Area Farmers have concluded that no possibility exists of a future Use Agreement or
discharge of drainage. For the purpose of this NEPA analysis, none of the alternatives described
in the Use Agreement are "reasonably foreseeable."

L-24-32

The facility identified in the comment was previously referenced on Page 2-2 of the Draft EIS.
References to the GDA'’s “In-Valley Treatment/Drainage Reuse Facility” have been changed to
“existing Northerly Area reuse facilities” in the Final EIS.

L-24-33
The comment is noted.

L-24-34

Providing drainage for sump flows from Firebaugh Water District is in accordance with Section
5 of the San Luis Act, which authorizes Reclamation to evaluate lands adjacent to the San Luis
Unit for drainage service needs.

L-24-35

The drainage flow from the Firebaugh sumps was included in the design of project features and
the environmental impacts analysis.

L-24-36

With the addition of water treatment and a disposal facility, the reuse sumps would be
operational all year to pull the winter water table down and provide some underground space for
groundwater storage. The installation of deep tile drains (at 10- to 11-foot depths) under the
reuse area would provide additional groundwater storage space under the Westlands reuse sites.
Due to the existing San Joaquin River Improvement Project drainage systems in the Northerly
Area and partially due to the timing of inflows to reuse, only a part of the Northerly Area reuse
site would have tile drains installed at deeper depths to provide a groundwater storage reservoir.

L-24-37 - 39

The segment of the Northerly Area that would contribute to the reuse area is considered to be a
subset of this 81,000 acres. This distinction is important, since not all 81,000 (or 63,000) acres
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have on-farm tile drains that produce drainwater to be reused. The current estimate for the
contributing area is an existing 48,000 acres of tile-drained land plus approximately 6,000
additional tile-drained acres. The ultimate size of the future reuse site would be based on
estimated inflow from this tile-drained area. The estimated inflow would also be adjusted to
include source control measures such as improved on-farm efficiency, recycling drainwater, and
other ongoing drainage reduction measures. The area that would be served by reuse does not
need to include recently fallowed districts such as Broadview, Eagle Field, or Mercy Springs.

L-24-40

The comment is noted. See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of
treatment technologies.

L-24-41
See Response to Comment L-24-20.

L-24-42

The summary necessarily uses general language. The analysis of Se bioaccumulation in Section
8 presents appropriate detail and qualifications.

L-24-43

In the interest of developing as concise a document as possible, Reclamation has not repeated
resource area impact summaries in sections where they were not developed.

L-24-44 - 48

Note that Table 2.13-2 was created for the Draft EIS and uses both NEPA-specific terminology
and evaluation criteria (e.g., page 7-12). As stated in Master Response BIO-2, the ESA Section
7 consultation process for these species has been completed for the In-Valley Alternatives.

L-24-49

The comment is noted. Section 5.1.2 has been revised to include a reference to the compliance
schedule. In addition, more recent data have been included.

L-24-50

Section 5.1.2 has been modified to clarify the contribution of salt and Se in irrigation supply
water and from upslope stormwater runoff to the San Joaquin River.

L-24-51
See Response to Comment L-24-49.
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L-24-52

The text in Section 5.1.2.2 has been revised to clarify that the geometry of the Stockton
Deepwater Ship Channel and discharges contributes to the low dissolved oxygen problem.
Nutrients and discharges are already referenced in Section 5 of the EIS and it is not necessary to
specify the many discharge sources.

L-24-53
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative.

L-24-54

The reader comments that seepage impacts to the water quality in the San Joaquin River from the
No Action Alternative are likely to be less than current discharges from the Grassland Bypass
Project. The seepage is likely to affect channels draining to the Grassland wildlife and wetland
areas and could adversely affect birds that use the areas. Section 5.2.3.2 of the Final EIS has
been modified to indicate that under No Action, uncontrolled seepage would likely degrade
Grassland wildlife management areas but improve water quality in Mud Slough and San Joaquin
River due to removal of the Grassland Bypass Project discharge compared to existing conditions.

L-24-55

According to Section 5.2.4.1, construction effects of the In-Valley Disposal Alternative could
include increased sediment in local creeks and waterways or soil erosion due to land disturbance,
but that would be the case without permitting and required water erosion control mitigation
measures (BMPs) that would be incorporated prior to construction activities as part of the
required permits. Section 5.2.4.1 lists the permit requirements (the Construction General Permit
99-08-DWQ and Section 404) that would include mitigation for erosion and sedimentation.
Assuming that the permit requirements are satisfied, construction effects on surface water
resources would not be significant. Construction would not take place on or along creeks or
waterways. Without permitting and mitigation (BMPs), construction on agricultural parcels
could cause sediment to be eroded from the soils and transported into creeks and waterways.

L-24-56

The comment is noted. Reclamation agrees that the In-Valley Disposal Alternative and the No
Action Alternative will both have beneficial effects on San Joaquin River water quality
compared to existing conditions (see Sections 5.2.3.2,5.2.4.2,5.2.5.2,5.2.6.2, and 5.2.7.2).

L-24-57

The sentence cited in the comment has been changed to read: “For future projects, it was
assumed that TMDLs for Se in the San Joaquin River Basin will be implemented under both the
action and No Action alternatives.”
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L-24-58

The text has been modified to clarify the assumption that GDA discharges were not modeled
assuming compliance with the TMDLs for salt and boron due to the uncertain regulatory status.
However, note that compliance with the Se TMML will likely achieve compliance with the
currently proposed TMDL for salt and boron.

L-24-59

The No Action Alternative would meet the Regional Board compliance time schedule for water
quality objectives for the Grassland Bypass Project (Basin Plan 1998, Table V-4, Compliance
Time Schedule for Meeting the 4-day Average and Monthly Mean Water Quality Objective for
Selenium); therefore, there would be GDA discharge through 2009. The In-Valley Disposal
Alternative assumes that the GDA drainage will be disposed of in-valley.

L-24-60
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-24-61

The No Action Alternative defines conditions in the project area through the planning time frame
if drainage service is not provided. No Action includes only regional treatment, conveyance, and
disposal facilities that existed in 2001 or are authorized and funded projects. Section 6 states that
irrigation is assumed to continue at existing recharge rates and after 2009 drainwater is no longer
discharged to the river but instead managed within the GDA (Draft EIS page 6-14). Management
actions could include increased irrigation management, recycling, or crop changes. Impacts to
agricultural production due to lack of drainage disposal under No Action are described in Section
12.

L-24-62

The No Action Alternative defines conditions in the project area through the planning time frame
if drainage service is not provided. It represents existing conditions (2001) with limited
management changes in the absence of Federal drainage service. No Action includes only
regional treatment, conveyance, and disposal facilities that existed in 2001 or are authorized,
funded projects. Planned projects as of 2004 (Exhibit A of Comment L-24) would not be
included as part of the No Action Alternative.

Note: Exhibit A, Grassland Drainage Area In-Valley Drainage Solutions Project Summary Brief
(Summers Engineering, October 2004), is not a comment on the Draft EIS and therefore requires
no response from Reclamation. Because it is not comment material, it is not included in the Final
EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project and is available upon
request.
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L-24-63

“Uncontrolled discharges” exist in the Northerly Area. These discharges are associated with the
relatively deep, unlined open-channel collection system. The collection system adds yield in
addition to what comes out of the subsurface drains. The additional yield may include aqueduct
seepage, underground flows from the Coast Ranges, and upslope activities, as well as shallow
groundwater seepage directly into the unlined channel, tailwater inflows, discharge from
ricefields, and other flows originating within the Northerly Area. Uncontrolled discharge is any
channel flow in addition to metered sump flow. Uncontrolled discharge was estimated by the
difference between observed discharge to the San Joaquin River (by way of the Grassland
Bypass Project) and measured Northerly Area sump discharge. Under existing and drainage
project conditions, these discharges are controlled and managed as part of the Grassland Bypass
Project. In contrast, under No Action conditions these discharges would continue but would no
longer be managed after the Bypass Project expires. These assumptions and the potential effects
are similar to those made as part of the Grassland Bypass Project EIR/EIS.

The effects of the No Action Alternative on groundwater resources compared with existing
conditions are shown in Section 6.2.3.

L-24-64

See Response to Comment L-24-63. Section 6 of the Final EIS has been updated to include this
definition of uncontrolled discharges.

L-24-65

Termination of existing discharge after 2009 refers to drainage management actions (i.e., the
removal and discharge of subsurface water), whereas “irrigation system improvements and
practices” refers to the application of water to grow crops. The No Action Alternative for the
Northerly Area, therefore, assumes that water application practices remain the same, but
drainage discharge (i.e., the Grassland Bypass Project) ceases.

L-24-66

Seepage from unlined water delivery canals contributes to groundwater recharge, which in turn
may contribute to uncontrolled discharge (i.e., seepage into unlined drainage channels) as well as
increased drainage sump flows and general shallow groundwater table conditions. As part of the
action alternative assumptions, existing condition recharge rates are assumed to decrease as a
result of source control measures designed to reduce groundwater recharge (seepage reduction
from unlined water delivery canals, irrigation system improvements, and so forth).

The recharge rates represent input data to the groundwater-flow model utilized to analyze
changes in water table and groundwater storage conditions. In the Northerly Area, simulated
groundwater recharge under project conditions is assumed to decrease 0.04 foot/year as a result
of seepage reduction projects and an additional 0.10 foot/year as a result of irrigation system
improvements. Under No Action conditions, it is assumed that no seepage reduction projects will
occur and, therefore, the 0.04 foot/year of recharge that is removed for the action alternatives is
replaced.
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L-24-67

Under No Action conditions, drainwater recycling continues at current levels and the planned
reuse facility begins operations in 2005. However, no new seepage reduction projects are
assumed to occur. Appendix E4, Table E4-4, Footnote b is intended to explain that recharge rates
are reduced under the action alternatives as a result of seepage reduction projects (0.04 foot/year
reduction owing to lining the unlined water delivery canals), and irrigation system improvements
(0.10 foot/year).

Recharge rates reported in Appendix E4 represent input data to the groundwater-flow model
utilized to analyze changes in water-table depth, groundwater storage, and drainflow conditions.
As drainflow is explicitly simulated by the model, there are no assumptions regarding drainflow
quantities as a result of “drainwater reduction measures/drainage system buildup.”

L-24-68

When the Draft EIS was prepared, 2,200 acres of the reuse facility had already been planted, and
another 500 acres were in the process of being planted; an additional 300 acres had subsurface
drainage but had not yet been planted (3,000 acres of the total 4,000 acres planned). Without
additional funding, the remainder of the 4,000 acres would not be planted and no additional
subsurface drainage systems would be installed. In its condition at the time, the reuse facility
could reduce drainage discharge needs by 7,200 AF (8,100 AF applied drainwater, of which 900
AF would be discharged). Since the Draft EIS was prepared additional development has occurred
on the San Joaquin River Improvement Project (the existing reuse area, SJIRIP). Of the existing
4,000 acres, only about 500 acres are currently fallow, with plans in the works to develop some
of those fields in the near future. In 2005, almost 8,200 AF of drain water was reused on the
SJRIP, along with 2,250 AF of supplemental fresh water. It is anticipated that two pump stations
and pipelines will be constructed this spring that will allow for more drain water to be reused on
the SJRIP. Panoche Drainage District estimates that it could reuse nearly 10,000 AF on the
current planted acreage, given sufficient infrastructure. It should be noted these humbers
continue to evolve over time. For the purpose of the environmental analysis, the assumptions
regarding the projected increase in reuse area acreage and the reduction in drainwater for
disposal are considered conservative. If additional reuse areas are not needed or if the reuse areas
consume more drainwater than projected in the Draft EIS, environmental effects would be less
than disclosed in the Draft EIS. However, these changes are not likely to change the significance
of the impacts already disclosed in the Draft EIS.

Appendix C cites 15,400 AF of uncontrolled discharge under “Current Recharge” conditions.
Section 6 (page 6-15) of the Draft EIS erroneously cites 14,000 AF of uncontrolled discharge.
This has been corrected to 15,400 AF in the Final EIS, which is the uncontrolled discharge rate
under moderate reductions in recharge (Table C1-12). The different values cited in Section 6.2.2
of the Draft EIS do not impact the conclusions of the groundwater analysis summarized in
Section 6.
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L-24-69

Section 6 assumes that seepage reduction projects (i.e., lining of water delivery canals) decrease
water-table recharge from canal seepage by 4,200 AF/year (see Draft EIS page 6-16). This
assumption is consistent with the project description presented in Section 2. Seepage reduction
projects and estimated benefits continue to evolve since the Draft EIS was developed. Panoche
and Pacheco Water Districts have recently identified almost 20 miles of canals that they are
interested in lining or piping. A number of seepage studies have been performed throughout the
area with varied results, but the estimated average water loss to seepage is 2 AF/mile per day.
Assuming a typical water run of 300 days, this seepage loss amounts to 12,000 AF/year in
seepage reduction. The incentive to upgrade these delivery systems is driven by both the need to
manage drainage and the recent increase in microirrigation systems, which require a more
reliable supply system. If additional canal seepage reduction is identified as technically and
economically beneficial during final planning/design/permitting, it will be considered for
inclusion in the drainage management program as appropriate.

L-24-70

The Draft EIS assumes regional reuse facilities will be online by 2005 in both the Northerly and
Westlands subareas; reuse areas are currently (October 2005) in operation in the Northerly
subarea, but regional reuse areas are not yet operating in the Westlands subarea.

The Draft EIS analyzes groundwater impacts at the end of the 49-year analysis period, and the
impacts are assessed relative to the No Action Alternative. A similar situation exists with the
assumed installation dates for new drainage systems. The action alternatives assume that new
drainage systems in the Westlands subarea begin to operate in 2005. However, no drainage
systems have been installed as of October 2005.

The actual year these projects come online is not critical to the Draft EIS analysis. Rather, the
analysis depends on the relative impacts identified after a specified time following project
implementation (in this case, impacts are compared after 45 years of reuse facility and new
drainage system operation).

L-24-71

The groundwater analysis described in Section 6 assumed 6,000 acres of new drainage systems
in the Grasslands Drainage Area randomly located within the presently undrained portions of the
81,000-acre drainage-impaired area. The Grasslands Drainage Area (Northerly Area) includes
the following water districts: Broadview, Camp 13, Charleston, Firebaugh, Pacheco, and
Panoche (water district and drainage district). These numbers were provided to the project team
by the Grassland Drainage Area Manager during the plan formulation phase of the project. The
issue of how much additional land needs drainage also continues to evolve. New issues such as
local and upslope land retirement and the recent installation of drip irrigation systems affect the
estimated tiled acres and the actual number of acres may decrease from the originally estimated
6,000 acres. Recent conversations with growers within Camp 13 Drainage District have indicated
a desire to tile a significant portion of that ground, though an exact acreage has not been
identified. For the purpose of the EIS, 6,000 acres is the maximum number of acres likely to be
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tiled in the Northerly Area. If fewer acres were tiled, project costs and impacts would be less
than identified in the Draft EIS.

L-24-72

Wellwater samples collected in Westlands Water District showed no systematic or significant
change in constituent concentration levels during the period 1984 to 2002. The Draft EIS
concluded that land retirement combined with the possible dilution of shallow groundwater by
irrigation water in adjacent cropped areas may have had a beneficial effect on groundwater
salinity. Specifically, land retirement resulted in water-level declines in 2002 relative to 1984,
which probably reduced evaporative concentration of shallow groundwater. However, land
retirement is not considered for the Northerly Area, and the estimated 10 percent groundwater
salinity increase reflects conditions where land retirement is not implemented. This increase in
salinity is the result of evaporative concentration of shallow groundwater in undrained areas.

L-24-73

The comment is noted. Revisions have been made to address these issues in Section 7 of the
Final EIS.

L-24-74

Section 7.2 of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that the analysis was conducted at the
appraisal level and presents a worst-case scenario of potential effects.

L-24-75
See Master Response ALT-NL1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative.

L-24-76

Section 5.2.3 describes impacts to surface water resources for the No Action Alternative. Also
see Section 6.2.3, which states that the undrained area underlain by the shallow water table
would increase to 74 square miles (a net increase of 5 square miles) and result in an increase of
seepage into canals.

L-24-77

The comment is noted. Uncertainties in the bioaccumulation analysis are described in Section 8
and Appendix G.

L-24-78

The EIS assumes the worst-case scenario. Since only appraisal-level site plans for facilities are
available and mapping of wetland features has not been completed, the project could potentially
significantly impact these resources based on the significance criteria established in Section
7.2.1.2.
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L-24-79

The referenced section should be 8.2.4.2, as stated in the comment. This correction has been
made in the Final EIS.

L-24-80, 81

Section 7 of the EIS has been revised to avoid conclusionary statements and now refers to
potential effects on special-status species as “may have significant effects” as the comment
suggests. Additionally, Tables 7-6 through 7-13 have been revised to include a note concerning
the formal consultation for listed species that may be adversely affected. See Master Response
B10-2 for information regarding ESA consultation.

L-24-82

The requested change to Section 7.2.4.3 is not needed. The facility operations would have not
have significant effects on special-status species; however, the construction of the facilities
would have significant effects on special-status species. The requested change would contradict
Reclamation’s impact analysis.

L-24-83

Section 7.2.11 has been revised to reflect the assumption that activities were included in the
cumulative analysis if they were deemed “reasonably foreseeable” and, as such, the analysis may
present a worst-case scenario of potential effects if additional beneficial actions are undertaken
apart from those already considered.

L-24-84

These issues have been clarified in the Final EIS. Also see Master Response ALT-N1 regarding
existing conditions.

L-24-85

Reclamation disagrees with the comment. Implementation of the Westside Regional Drainage
Plan is not "reasonably foreseeable" based on the uncertainties of funding.

L-24-86
See Response to Comment L-24-85.

L-24-87
The Final EIS has been revised to reflect these issues.
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L-24-88

Both locations cited in the comment disclose the possibilities of significant unavoidable adverse
effects to wintering waterbirds. These conclusions are consistent with documented effects at
other evaporation facilities within the study area.

L-24-89
See Response to Comment L-24-76.

L-24-90

See Master Response ALT-N1 regarding existing conditions. Because this document is an EIS,
not an EIR, we are not concluding significance according to the CEQA baseline (hence the use
of adverse affects instead of significant adverse affects).

L-24-91

The comment is noted. Table 7-7 remains as presented with regard to references to Section 8.
However, Tables 7-7 through 7-13 have been modified to include a note in the table headings for
Federally listed special-status species to indicate the status of the ESA consultation with the
Service. In addition, text describing the findings of the Service consultation has been added to
Section 7 where appropriate. Also see Master Response B1O-2 with regard to ESA consultation.

L-24-92

As suggested by this comment, the following phrase has been added after “Appendix G” in the
final sentence of the first paragraph of Section 8: “which examines the potential for adverse
ecological effects to avian receptors from evaporation basins.”

L-24-93

The Affected Environment discussion that appears in Section 8.1 and every other resource area
section is required under NEPA to allow an understanding of the resources that may be impacted
by the project. Representative data on Se concentrations in bird eggs were taken from peer-
reviewed documents located in the scientific literature.

L-24-94

The statement that this comment refers to appears to be made in reference to Se bioavailability in
open ocean environments. Cutter and Cutter (2004) cite Cutter and Bruland (1984) and Cutter
and Cutter (1998) to support this statement, and both of those references pertain to studies
conducted in deep open ocean environments with conditions very different than the estuarine
environment of the San Francisco Bay-Delta.
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L-24-95

A discussion of recently collected data on Se in sturgeon has been added to Section 8.1.4;
however, considerable uncertainty exists in the factors that affect Se bioaccumulation in
particular species the Bay-Delta.

L-24-96

The following language has been added to Section 8.2.1, last paragraph: “Because considerable
uncertainty exists in how Se bioaccumulation in the Bay-Delta will change under No Action
conditions due to changes in the food web, hydrology, etc., baseline conditions are used to
represent the No Action Alternative.”

L-24-97

As suggested in this comment, the following language has been added to the introductory
paragraph of Section 8.2.2: “Most of the criteria and parameters used in this assessment are
intended to provide a conservative (high-end) evaluation of potential effects. Uncertainties are
discussed in Section 8.2.2.6.” The uncertainties discussion in Section 8.2.2.6 will remain in its
present location to maintain consistent document structure.

L-24-98
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-24-99

The note below Table 8-2 reads “Note: Post-treatment Se concentrations at final project buildout
were used in this analysis. For the Public Draft EIS, an additional analysis should be conducted
to evaluate initial effluent conditions.” This footnote is an error and has been deleted from the
Final EIS; it was inadvertently placed here and is not related to Table 8-2, which presents dietary
compositions for bird categories. It was determined that the EIS will consider the worst-case
condition for effluent, which occurs at final buildout.

L-24-100

In the absence of information to predict changes in speciation in the Bay-Delta due to projected
Se discharges, the EIS analysis assumes that Se speciation and bioaccumulation rates in the Bay-
Delta would remain consistent with historical conditions. As discussed in Section 8.2.26, this
assumption is identified as an uncertainty in the results.

L-24-101
SPM, suspended particulate matter, is defined in Section 8.1 (Draft EIS page 8-1).

L-24-102, 103
Comment noted. No response necessary.
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L-24-104

See Master Response GW-2 regarding the uptake of Se from soils. A discussion of data from
Panoche Drainage District has been added to Section 8.1.5. The suggested rewording of Section
8.2.4.2 was considered, and it was determined that the original language should be retained. The
EIS must make a determination of project effects in the absence of mitigation.

L-24-105

The comment expresses concern that the determination of significant effects to the American
peregrine falcon is a “worst-case” scenario, and points out that “birds of prey showing elevated
Se recovered fully when fed a diet with normal Se concentration.” However, as noted in Section
8.2.4.2, one of the birds recovered was found in a condition too weak too fly, and it is possible
that both birds would have died in the absence of intervention. While it is not certain that these
birds were poisoned by Se, it is possible that (given the size of the proposed evaporation basins)
falcons could obtain a substantial percentage of their prey from evaporation basins. Given the
lack of conclusive data, the EIS errs on the side of caution in determination of significant effects.

L-24-106

The statement cited in the comment refers to the general location of the drainage-impaired lands
on which all proposed facilities would be located (see Figure 2.4-1), in relation to natural
grassland areas where the predominance of recent kit fox observations have been concentrated.
Although the vast majority of kit fox observations have occurred in the foothill grasslands west
and northwest of the project area, it is anticipated that existing barriers to kit fox travel (the I-5
corridor, the California Aqueduct, and the expanses of intensively managed non-impaired
croplands upslope of the drainage-impaired lands) would continue to severely restrict kit fox
entry from the west into sites that have been proposed for in-valley disposal facilities. Kit fox
entry from the east, particularly from adjacent natural habitat in the Grasslands and Mendota
areas, would continue to be much less restricted, particularly if large areas are retired or less
intensively farmed as a result of project implementation. At present, the potential for future kit
fox use of individual reuse facility sites has not been quantitatively evaluated; however, based on
their general proximity and connectivity to suitable grasslands, potential kit fox use of proposed
facilities in the Northerly Area and Westlands North would be most likely.

L-24-107

The text referenced in the comment has been revised to clarify that habitat for these species does
not exist in the area of the In-Valley Alternative facilities.

L-24-108

It is assumed that the comment intended to refer to Section 8.2.8.3. The commenter is correct in
that both the No Action and action alternatives result in removal of drainwater from the San
Joaquin River. The Draft EIS will be revised to omit the reference to this benefit as resulting
from any action alternative.
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L-24-109

Field drainage rates do not include “uncontrolled discharges,” which are included in the 0.54
AF/tiled acre rate. Uncontrolled discharges exist in the Northerly Area. These discharges are
associated with the relatively deep, unlined open-channel collection system. The collection
system adds yield in addition to what comes out of the subsurface drains. The additional yield
may include aqueduct seepage, underground flows from the Coast Ranges, and upslope
activities, as well as shallow groundwater seepage directly into the unlined channel, tailwater
inflows, discharge from ricefields, and other flows originating within the Northerly Area.
Uncontrolled discharge is any channel flow in addition to metered sump flow. Uncontrolled
discharge was estimated by the difference between observed discharge to the San Joaquin River
(by way of the Grassland Bypass Project) and measured Northerly Area sump discharge. Under
existing and drainage project conditions, these discharges are controlled and managed as part of
the Grassland Bypass Project.

L-24-110, 111
See Master Response ALT-NL1.

L-24-112
The terminology in Section C1.1.5 has been revised as recommended in the comment.

The appraisal-level designs and implementation schedule in the EIS are adequate for the
evaluation of alternatives. Subsequent, more detailed designs and schedules will consider the
potential of a 5-year lag between reuse implementation and construction of treatment and
disposal facilities.

L-24-113
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-24-114 - 119
See Master Response BIO-1 in regard to Appendix M of the Draft EIS.
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COMMENT L-25. HERUM CRABTEE BROWN (FOR PATTERSON IRRIGATION
DISTRICT), JOHN SWEIGARD

September 1, 2005

YIA ELECTRONIC and U.S. MAIL

Ms. Claire Jacquemin

U.S. Bureay of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700,
Sacramermto, California 95825

Re: Comments on San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmentat Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

These comments are submitted on hehalf of Patterson Irigation District (PID) to the U.S.
Department of the Interior — Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation). San-Luis Drainage Feature Re-
Evaluation. (Re-evaluation) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft: EIS) dated May 2005. PID’s
interest in cornmenting on the Draft EIS is twofoid. First, PID-has senior water righits-to divert water
from the San Joaquin River: :

1. Pre-1914 right (State Board listed as $009320) 150-cfs from the San Joaquin River for
irrigation from March 1 through September 1 of each year.

2. Application 4237/Permit 2255, Priority date September 26, 1924. 27.36 cf5(54.25 acre
feet per day) from the San Joaquin River using two pumps. February 15 through October
15 of each year (13,020 acre feet maximum if pumped:at full rate for entire diversion
period). Flace of Use: 2189.29 acres, Purpose of Use: Irrigation.

3. CVP contract for 16,000 af of project water and 6,000 af of replacément water.

Because PID exercises these rights by diverting directly from the San Joaquin River, it is very concerned
with ensuring that the water quality is of a sufficient quality for their agricoltural production, and water
levels in the San Joaquin River are sufficient to allow then to run their pumps. '

GENERATL COMMENTS

The purpose for the Re-evaluation is to formulate 2 plan that provides agricultural drainage
service to the San Luis Unit that “achieves long term, sustainable salt and water balance in the roat zone
of irrigated lands.” Fundamental to this purpose must be for Reclamation to mitigate the past and fisture
harm that it has caused to the San Joaquin River from the lack of drainage to the San Luis Unit and other
neighboring districts. However, such mitigation canriot come at the expense of other downstream
diverters with priority water rights on the San Joaquin River.

The San Joaguin River is affected by the sait load and quantity of flow on the Lower San Joaquin
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Ms. Claire Jacquemin
September 1, 2005
Page 2 of 5

River from a combination of upstream diversions, discharges of saline drainage water to the San Joaquin
River and subsurface accretions to the river from groundwater. The State Water Resources Control
-— Board recently sumimarized the situation on the San Joaquin River this way:

“.. .the SWRCB finds that the actions of the CVP are the principal canse of the salinjty concentrations
exceeding the objective at Vernalis. The salinity problem at Vernalis is the result of saline discharges to the
river, principally from irrigated agriculture, combined with low flows in the river due to upstream water
development. The source of much of the saline discharge to the San Joaquin River is from lands on the
west side of the San Joaquin Valley which are irrigated with water provided from the Delta by the CVP,
primarily through the Delta-Mendota Canal and the San Luis Unit, The capacity of the lower San Jeaquin
River to assimilate the agricultural drainage has been significantty reduced through the diversion of high
quality flows from the upper San Joaquin River by the CVP at Friant, The USBR, through its activities
associated with operating the CVP in the San Joaquin River basin, is responsible for significant
deterioration of the water guality in the southern Delta” D 1641 at p. 83.

P, a senior water rights hoider, has historically borme a dispraportionate burden as a diverter on the
San Joaguin River, both from a water supply and water quality perspective.

The Drat EIS is inadequate in its discussion of how any of the alternatives will affect the San

L-25-1) ; caquin River water quality and quantity either in the short term or long term.
SPEéEIC COMMENTS
Section 1 — Purpose and Need. for Action
Section 1.1: Purpose and Need for Actiorn
1252 B This section describes four related project ubjective;s- usedito develop the alternatives to be

evaluated in the Draft EIS to achieve:the gverall purpose.and need for the.project. In addition to the four

. Lidentified in this.section, the Draft EIS must also inclads the-offjective-of no re-directed impacts.to other
L-25-3] water users within the Project Area Tt.is essentjal in implementing the Prefered:Alternative that other
Livater users.are not adversely impacted, in specific, PID is.concermed that implementation may have an
L-25-4 adverse impact on flows in the San Joaquin River. Any reduction in flows in the San Joaquin River must
| be mitiguted in some manner that wili not impact other water users in the San J oaquin Valley.

Section ],3.1; Areas Needing Drainage

There is a discussion in this section that “not all of the landowners withi the drainage service
area would install on-farm drainage systems. Some farmers would elect not to ipstall drains based on
calized conditions and economic considerations” and therefore only two-thirds of the acreage was
L-25-5] jgeluded in the “areas needing drainage.” How does this factor into the overall drainage solution?
L-25-6] Currently, lands within the Northerly Area drain in the San Joaquin River. Will this practice continue
L-25-7 | and what will be the affect on water quality and flow in the San Joaquin River? The Draft EIS must

L-25.8 include an analysis of how the continuation of the landowners’ curent practice will affect the overal|
~EY %) drminage solution.

Section 2 — Alternatives

The discussion under Reverse Osmosis (RO} Treatment under the in Valley Disposal Alternative
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L-25-9

L-25-10

L-25-11

L-25-12

L-25-13

Ms. Claire Jacquemin
September 1, 2005
Page 3of 5

assumes that product water generated from the RO treatment would be conveyed to and blended with
CVF water in a nearby canal. This is an improper assumption. Mitigation in the form of releases of
“product water” into the San Joaquin River may be required in order to mitigate for the adverse affect of
the drainage reduction on San Joaquin River flows, and this alternative must be evaluated.

Section 5 — Surface Water Resources

Section 5.1.2 Water Quality in San Joaquin River Reaches and Tributaries

The Draft EIS uses water quality data from 1986 thraugh 1997 for its analysis of the effects of
impiementation of the various Alternatives. This water quality data is suspect because of the significant
changes that have occurred in the San Joaquin River system over the past 10 years. Prabably the two
most significant actions on the San Joaguin River that have influenced water quality and flow have been
the reduction in return flows entering the San J oaquin River from the development of irrigation
efficiencies and reuse of water and increased water deliveries to the wildlife refuges which changes the
timing and magnitude of water quality and flow in the San Joaquin River.

These changes in San Joaguin River hydrology and its. effect on water quality and flow have been
included into the most recent version of Reclamation’s CALSIM 11 model. Ata mtinimom, this
preliminary model must be used in ordertor détermine-the effect on San. Joaquin:River water quality and
flow of implementation of any:of'the proposed Alternatives. -

This point is highlighted by the statement in this.section-that Vernalis water quality objective for
April 1o August has been exceeded-over 50-percent.of the time: From.1986. through, 1997, Cusiously,
Reclamation- now reports that there. have been NO.violations. of the-Vernalis water quality objective since
1995 to date. How is it that thers were frequent violations. during one time period.and.all have been
| climinated during a subsequent time-period? Clearly semethiiftgshas changed i the ‘baseline flows.. As
such,.this entire analysis in this section'needs. to-be denewtilizing the.new- CALSIV: T modeling inputs
for the Sen Joaguin River. o ’

L-25-14
L-25-15
L-25-16
L-25-17

L-25-18

Section.5.2 Envireamentat Conseguences

Section 5.2.2 — Modeling Method and Assumptions

This section indicates that because the results of the Regional Board comparison showed water
duality in the river improving from the withdrawal of direct discharges to the river, no additional maodel
compatisons were performed of the existing conditions. First, the Regional Board analysis that this
section refers to is Salt and Boron TMDL modeling, which is not based on the new more accurate

depiction of San Joaguin River in CALSIM I, consequently, the accuracy of this analysis is
[questionable. Secondly, additional modeling is necessary to assess the impact of implementatian on the
[reduction in flows in the San ! caquin River. Simply stating no adverse impact to water quality is not
[Sufficient; Reclamation must evaluate the effects of its actions on flow in the San Joaquin River. PID isa
[Senior water right holder on the San Joaguin River, how wil the District be impacted by reduction in
flow? Will there be sufficient water in the San Joaguin River for PID to divert-under its senior water

rights?
Section 5.2.4: In Vailey Disposal Alternative

The effect of implementation of any of the seven proposed Alteratives on water quality is stated
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Ms. Claire Jacguemin
September 1, 2005
Page 4 of 5

in the Draft EiS to be the same. In fact, in every section of analysis for the varying Alternatives in
Section 5 identical language is used to describe the affect on San Joaquin River water quality, As such,

these comments apply to all of the seven proposed Alternatives and will not be repeated. The stated
language is as follows:

Under the In-Valley Disposal Alternative, permitted discharges from the GDA to the Lower San
JToaquin River as part of the Grasslands Bypass Project would be discontinued and placed in
evaporation basins. Removal of the water and chemicals from the River is expected to result in
significant beneficial effects to the concentration of Se in the Lower San Joaquin River (see
Appendix D4). Tmprovements to the concentrations of salt and boron would also be significant

although not as great as Se, due to the existence of other significant sources of these chemicals to
the River,

Removal of drainwater associated with the Grasslands Bypass Project from the Lower San
‘Joaquin River would reduce the amount of dilution water required to be released from New
Melones Reservoir to achieve the EC water quality objective at Vernalis, Modeling results
shown in Appendix D4 indicate for the 10 vear period from 1985 through 1995 the average
reduction in dilution flows would be 21,000 AF/year, This is a significant beneficial effect to
New Melones Reservoir Operations.
L-25-19 The approach and methodology of the modeling used in Appendix D4 - San Joaguir River
|_Modeling raises many questions.. First, why were.the histericat monthily: discharges from-the:GDA.
modified-so they were in compliance with-the TMDLs during.a.9-year flow-record? Neither-the State-
L-25-20 |_Water Resources Control Board nor the U.S. EPA has approvedthe TMDL. Moreover, shouldithese:. -
releases actually be achieved; would it impact actual-operations? Simply medifying a model does not
L-25-21| mean that releases would occur i that fashion, What happens-when more water is required to be heid

[Dack because of load limits, will that cansedegradation ata subsequent time? What impact-will there be
L-25-22| onflow in the river?

Secandly, the modeling for water quality and-flows used:is:from:October 1985:ta September
1994, many things have:changedion the San Joaquin-Riversince 1994, Therehiave.beerrlarge reductions
in return flow from irrigation discharges inta the river due to increased: nrigation efficiencies and reuse
of water. Additiomally, there has been an increase delivery to wildlife refuges thas discharge into the San
L-25-23] oaquin River. As was discussed above, there is 2 new model that has more recent depiction of
operations of the San Joaguin River in CALSIM IL This new model shows a tremendously different
picture of water quality and flow in the San Joaquin River. Now, much more water is needed during the
late winter and early spring for dilution of poor water quality in the San Joaquin River, not much is
needed in the summer. How will this reduction in flow impact PID’s ability to divert water under the
District’s senior water right?
L-25-24 In order to properly evaluate the sffects on water quality and flow in the San Joagquin River fiom
| ipplementing any of the proposed Alternatives, the most cusrent modeling data must be used.
L-25-25 Additionally, implementation will be phased over a number of years; the analysis mmst also show the
| incremental effects as well as the long-termn effects on implemeatation of the proposed action.

Section 5.2.14 Mitigation Recommendations

The Draft EIS conclusion that there are no significant envirommental effects on surface water
L-25-26 resources, and therefore no mitigation measures are required, is stmply umsupported by the analysis

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-167



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

Ms. Claire Jacguemin-
Septemdber 1, 2005
Page 5 of 8

L-25-27] contained in the Draft BIS. The Draft EIS fails to evaluate the effects of tite drainage reduction measures
| and reuse facilities will have on flow in the San J caquin River, How will the senior water right holders
L-25-28n the San Joaquin River be ensured that there will be an adequate supply of water to divert? The
L-25-29 |_absence ot.' ax}alysis of this issue renders the Draft EIS legally deficient. The Draft EIS must be revised to
a.t'idr&ss this issue, and once proper analysis is conducted to determine the impact on downstream
L-25-30 diverters, Reclamation must mitigate these impacts, and should evatuate the potential use of any “product '
water” generated by RO treatment into the San Joaquin River for such mitigation. '

We appreciate the oppertunity to provide these comments and look forward to working with

gjeciaman'on on implementation of an alternative that improves water quality and flow in the San Joaquin
ver,

Very truly yours,

ORIGINAL SIGNED

JOHN SWEIGARD
General Manager

cc: Beard of Directors
Jeanne M. Zolezzi, Esq,
State Water Resources Control Board

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-25

L-25-1

See Master Response SW-1 regarding the analysis of impacts of the alternatives on San Joaquin
River water quality and quantity.

L-25-2-4

The requested change in the purpose and need discussion (Section 1.1) does not directly arise
from the Federal action to provide drainage service to the San Luis Unit. It should be noted that
the EIS has been supplemented to include an analysis of the change in flow in the San Joaquin
River at Vernalis as a result of the No Action and action alternatives (see Section 5.2). No
significant changes in flow of the San Joaquin River at Vernalis were found for any action
alternatives compared to No Action.

L-25-5

The PFR describes drainage rates and preliminary flows in Section 3.1. Groundwater modeling
and agricultural productivity were used to evaluate on-farm, in-district, and regional drainage
facilities. If one farmer installs drains but a neighbor does not, the farmer with the installed
drains will be collecting more drainwater in his system at a different rate than if all farmers
installed drains. The in-district system provided by Reclamation would still be collecting the
total drainage.
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L-25-6

The fate of Northerly Area drainage and whether it will continue to be discharged into the San
Joaquin River depends upon the chosen alternative. See Section 2 of the Final EIS for a
description of each alternative.

L-25-7

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. In addition,
Appendices D4 and D5 include updated water quality modeling to assess changes in the river
compared to existing conditions. It should be noted that the No Action Alternative and all of the
action alternatives will have similar effects on the San Joaquin River due to removal of the
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the river following expiration of the Use Agreement in
2009. Also see Master Response SW-16.

L-25-8

The PFR describes drainwater reduction optimization and various drainwater reduction options
in Section 3.2.1. Since on-farm reduction options are not a Federal action, the specific farmers’
actions cannot be certain. However, the net results of those actions must comply with the
drainage rate restrictions placed on the system by Reclamation. Flows were estimated and
analyzed for each alternative. Section 3.2.2 of the PFR shows that choosing drainwater reduction
scenarios is an iterative process since each measure can affect another measure (i.e., irrigation
system improvements reduce the need for seepage reduction). The most cost-effective scenario
of drainage reduction was used for each alternative, and effects were analyzed for each
alternative in the EIS.

L-25-9

Results of the analysis of changes in San Joaquin River flows are presented in Section 5.2.
Compared to No Action, the action alternatives did not have a significant effect on flows in the
San Joaquin River at Vernalis.

L-25-10

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response
SW-16 for additional information.

L-25-11

Section 5 has been updated with additional CALSIM Il modeling information regarding impacts
to the water quality and quantity in the San Joaquin River due to changes in the Grassland
Bypass Project discharges. As a part of the development of CALSIM 11, assumptions regarding
probable future projects were included to reflect changes in water system demand, system
operation rules, and infrastructure improvements expected to occur by 2030. Also see Master
Response SW-16.
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L-25-12

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response
SW-16 for additional information.

L-25-13

Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 of the Final EIS have been revised to include results from
CALSIM Il modeling of the changes in flow and EC in the San Joaquin River.

L-25-14

See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the TMDL modeling described in Section 5.2.2 and the
San Joaquin River data used in that modeling.

L-25-15- 17

Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 have been revised to include CALSIM Il modeling of flow and EC
in the San Joaquin River. See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River
flows.

L-25-18

No significant impacts to flow or EC were found for the action alternatives as compared to the
No Action Alternative. Therefore, no impacts to water rights holders are expected.

L-25-19- 24

As the commenter noted, historical monthly discharges from the GDA were modified to comply
with TMDLs during a 9-year flow record even though the TMDLSs had not been approved. The
program to implement TMDLSs in the San Joaquin River was adopted by the Regional Board in a
1996 Basin Plan Amendment for the Control of Agricultural Subsurface Drainage Discharges.
Included in this program is a compliance time schedule for meeting the four-day average and
monthly mean water quality objectives for selenium. To evaluate future scenarios, Reclamation
assumed that the compliance time schedule would be met. The discharges were modified because
reducing flow is the only way to meet the TDML if water quality is to remain the same.

The assumption that the GDA discharge would meet salt and boron TMDLSs has been removed
due to the uncertain regulatory status of these TMDLs. Revised modeling assumed compliance
with the Se TMDLs that have been approved. Also see Master Response SW-16 in regard to
effects on San Joaquin River flows.

L-25-25

The comment states that because project implementation will be phased, San Joaquin River
water quality and flows should be analyzed to show both incremental and long-term effects. See
Master Responses CUM-1, SW-17, and SW-1.
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L-25-26

Reclamation believes the environmental analysis in the Final EIS supports the conclusions stated
in all sections. Mitigation is described in Section 20 of the Final EIS.

L-25-27 - 30

See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River flows. No mitigation is
proposed because the changes in flow due to the action alternatives are not significant compared
to the No Action Alternative.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local P5-171



Appendix P5
Local Agency Comments and Responses

COMMENT L-26. MINASIAN, SPRUANCE, MEITH, SOARES & SEXTON, LLP
(FOR VARIOUS WATER DISTRICTS), PAUL R. MINASIAN
MINASIAN, SPRUANCE, WILTAM 4 SPRUANCE. INC. f530, 535 2885
MEITH, SOARES & M ANTHONY SOARES FACSIMILE:

L-26-1

MICHAEL V. SEXTON {530) 533-0197
S EXTO N ! LLP UBA AL GRICG

ATTORNEYS- AT Law

A Partnershio Including Proressional Comporatians
1681 BIRD STREET

F.Q. BOX 1679

OROVILLE, CALIFORNIA 35965-1679

Vyriter's e-maill  prminasian@minasianiaw com

August 26, 2005

Ms. Claire Jacquemin
Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramenio, CA 95825

By FAX 516-978-5054, and 1..S. mail
Re:  San Luis Unit Drainage Feature Reevaluation EIS
Ladies and Gentlemen:

This office represents Central California Irrigation District, Columbia Canal
Compauy, Firebaugh Canal Water District, and San Luis Canal Company (“the Exchange
Contractors™). We make these comments and inquiries on their behalf regarding the San
Luis Unit Drainage Feature Reevaluation Environment Impact Statement.

1.0 The EIS does not discuss the possible, likely or cumulative impacts from
the economic effects of incurnng 3400 million to $700 million in capital costs for
drainage facilities and the cost of future operation and maintenance. The Exchange
Contractors’ lands are located outside of the San Luis Unit. Because the Bureau of
Reclamation has delaved providing for drainage to the San Tuis Unit, and, int the case of
the limited drainage facilities to dispose of drainage from 42,000 acres in the northern
nart of Westlands Water District that wers operated until 1986, terminated the use of such
drainage tacilities, large amounts of poor-quality water have escaped the San Luis Unit,
causing extreme hvdrologic pressures 1o drive poor-quality water into the shallow
aquifers in the Exchange Contractors’ service area.
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T Ms. Clare Jacquemin, Bureau of Reclamanon
Re: San Luis Unit Dramage Feature Reeveluation E{S
Date:  August 26, 2005 Page 2

1.1 While we are heartened to see that the collection and transportation
facilities for the Northern area which would serve these lands will be Federa) facihies,
L-26-2 | we are concerned that the Draft EIS does not explain how the Bureau of Reclamation
would finance the installation of drainage facilities and provide for their operation and
maintenance, '

1.2 A draft EIS that does not examine the environmental! corsequences
arising from econemic impacts would not seem to comply with NEPA. If the Bureau
mntends to treat these expenses as non-reimbursable by the San Luis Unit contractors or by
the landowners and farmers within the Exchange Contractors’ service area, then,

Cobviously, no cumulative or direct impacts would arise. However. if the Bureau and the
Department of Jusnce, the agencies which we believe are responsible for the econontic
L-26-3 | damages arising from the tailure to provide for drainage for these many decades, plan to

attemnpt to require farmers or landowners within the San Luis Unit to pay for costs of
drainage, the F1S should describe the impacts and should attempt to mitigate those
impacts. A drainage plan and altematives that would effectively stop foed production on
certain lands because the costs of drainage would prevent the profitable farming of these
L-26-4 | San Luis Unit properties is exactly the type of environmental impacts, alternatives and
mitigation measures that are supposed to be examined under NEPA. '

2.0 The Exchange Contractors have for many vears attermnpted to cause the
installation and operation of drainage works by the Bureau. In desperation, the Exchange
Contractors and some of the San Lws Unit contractors have developed the Westside
Regional Drainage Plan. The Bureau has received copies of the plan and detailed briefing
L-26-5 | in regard to its possible implementation. The initial capital cost of that plan and its
operation and maintenance costs are far less than any of the altermatives discussed in the
EIS. The EIS, however, recognizes that portions of the general alternatives may be
implemented in phases. We enclose another copy of the Westside Regional Drainage
Plan,

2.1  We question whether the Bureau believes that the implementation
and operation of the Westside Regional Drainage Plan provides an alternative which will
L-26-6 | fully satisfv all of the goals and objectives of the Drainage Reevaluation EIS as to the
areas within the Northerly part of Westlands, and in Broadview and Panoche Water
Districts and Panoche and Charleston Drainage Dismicts. [t not. why not?

-

2.2 If the Bureau agrees that the Westside Regional Drainage Plan will
likelv succeed in providing drainage and treatment of drainage in accordance with the
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To: Ms. Clatre Jacenemin, Bureau of Reclamation
Re: San Luis Unit Drainags Feature Reevaluation EIS
Date:  August 26, 2005 Page 2

[goals, standards, and objectives of the alternatives specified in the BIS, does the Bureau
agree that, it the EIS is adopted and provides for in-Valley disposal, the Westside

L-26-7| Regional Drainage Plan provides a feasible plan to implement alternatives of the EIS
shouid the Record of Decision choesc those alternatives, or either of them, as the
preferred alternative?

2.3 If the Bureau believes that implementation of the measures described
L-26-8| in the Westside Regional Drainage Plan is inconsistent with the alternatives described in
the EIS providing for in-Valley disposal, because its implementation would cause greater
| adverse environmental impacts, please explain why that would be the case.

3.0 The Exchange Contracters have waited some 40 years for the Bureau to
install and operate its drainage facilities to prevent dranage waters reaching our lands
which are downslope of the San Luis Unit, and to prevent the pollution of our
underground waters and aquifers. We are pursuing legal actions to collect damages and
to cavse the installation and operation of the drainage facilities that now must collect
waters and dissipate groundwater pressures caused by the lack of drainage for 40 years,
but now, additional facilitics are required to collect and treat poor-quality water which has
escaped the San Luis Unit lands. Moreover, we have to deal with poor-quality water
which is now appearing in the shallow aquifers underlying the Exchange Contractors’
[service area. We would strenuously object should the United States argue in any of those
L-26-9]legal proceedings that the Exchange Contractors, their landowners and farmers are in any
way estopped, barred or subject to the doctrine of laches or similar legal theories because
of a fatlure to comment in a particular manner in this EIS process. For this reason, the
[Exchange Contractors point out that they and their landowners and farmers do not waive,
L-26-10] relinquish or in any manner elect remedies by any comments made or not made in this
process. The United States should complete its EIS process, and attempt to mitigate for
[the harm that has been done and the damages caused by its failure to comply with the San
Lus Act dramage requirements. This should be at the sole cost and expense of the
United States, and the United States should immediately get on with a process of
instafling and operating dramnage facilites that should not have taken this long. The
Bureau facilities required to draia the CCID Camp 13 area and the Firebaugh Canal
L-26-12| Water Distnct service area should immediately be installed, and the collection of poor-
quality water for treatment and transportation should commence forthwith at the cost of
| the United States, and under permits acquired by the United States. At such time as the
detrimental impacts to the Exchange Contractors caused by irrigation of the San Luis Unit
lands Jving upsiope have been ameliorated and reduced to the level of groundwater
pressures and the shallow aquifer downslope migration which existed prior 1o the

L-26-11
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L-26-13

L-26-14

L-26-15

L-26-16

To: Mas. Claire Jacquentn, Bureau of Reclamation
Aer San Luts Unit Drainage Feature Reevaiuation EIS
Date:  August 26, 2605 Page 4

comamencemen; of Bureau surface deliveries to the San Luis Unit, negotiations may begin
regarding any betterment that s to be achieved over pre-1960's conditions, and for the
payment for uny such betterment that s provided to the lands located outside the San Luis
Unit.
B 4.0  The EIS describes a collection system and treatment or disposal from the
Northerm area which includes Camp 13 and Firebaugh. Poor-quality water from the San
Luis Unit i1s entering the groundwater aquifers and appearing in deep wells on the East
side of the San Joaquin River within Columbia Canal Company. What plans does the
Bureau have to prevent poor-quality water from polluting the groundwater underlying
these areas further East?

5.0  The project’s financing s not discussed in the BEIS. Yer for 40 years, the
failure to appropriate funds has been the practical focus of the environmental impacts of
drainage. No EIS was zver done regarding the emvironmental harm from not building and
operating a drainage sysiem. An EIS must be an accurate reflection of the environmental
background. How can this EIS be accurate unless it includes the project’s financing ptan
| and the phasing plan for that financing? Are the lower lands such as Camp 13 and
| Firebaugh where the pressures and subsurface flows accumulate to be drained first? Is
Congress to be asked to appropriate $34 million to implement these facilities and SIRIP
treatment in the years 2006 - 2009 in order to comply with the: Califormia Regional Water
Quality Control Board's prombition of selenium discharges? If Congress refuses to
appropriate funds, what is the Bureau’s plan and project? To accurately describe the
environmental condition and baseline, one rnust describe the financial sources and
resources required when for 40 years these financial resources have dictated the drainage

conditions that must now be remedied.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on behaif of the
Exchange Contractors and its member entities.

Very truly yours,

MINASIAN, SPRUANCE,
MEITH, SOARES & SEXTON, LLP

6\3 -~
By_a'ﬁ_v{ﬂ.)\)uw

PAUL R MINASIAN

PRM:df / Enclosure: ‘Nesiside Regronal Drainage Plan

ce letter only: Excharge Contractors
+1\Deniserexchange contiCammants — San Lus Unt Cranage Featurs Reevaluation £15.wpd

Note: The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation. Because it is not comment material, it is
not included in the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project
and is available upon request.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-26

L-26-1

Economic impacts of estimated capital expenditures, as well as the cost of ongoing operation and
maintenance for each alternative, are presented and discussed in Section 17.

L-26-2
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs.

L-26-3

See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. The requirement to repay the
Federal government for the cost of constructing, maintaining, and operating drainage facilities is
not considered an impact to farmers and landowners. Rather, it is a contractual condition
required for drainage service to be provided.

L-26-4

Project repayment analyses will be conducted as a part of the Feasibility Study. Ability to pay
will be assessed in accordance with Reclamation policy for water resource projects and direction
from Congress. Impacts to agricultural production are presented in Section 12. Project costs,
including mitigation costs, will be allocated and repaid according to project authorizing
legislation and Reclamation policy.

L-26-5

The Westside planning period is much shorter than that for the SLDFR. In addition, the Westside
Plan does not include lands in Westlands South and Central.

L-26-6

The Westside Regional Drainage Plan provides many of the same features as SLDFR for these
areas with the exception of groundwater pumping, which is not part of the SLDFR.

L-26-7

See Response to Comment L-26-6. Also, note that the Westside Regional Drainage Plan
includes neither drainage service for all of Westlands nor final disposal for residual salts.

L-26-8

The Westside Regional Drainage Plan is consistent with the In-Valley Alternatives, and elements
of the plan have been incorporated into the In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement Alternative.
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L-26-9
The comment is noted but does not address an issue relative to the adequacy of the EIS.

L-26-10, 11
Comment noted. No response necessary.

L-26-12

Phased construction of the In-Valley Alternatives is described in Appendix J. Additional details
on project construction will be developed after publication of the Final EIS and Record of
Decision. The construction schedule indicates facilities in the Northerly Area would be
constructed first.

L-26-13

Irrigation water delivered by the San Luis Unit enters the aquifer as deep percolation past crop
roots. The quality of the delivered water is significantly higher than local groundwater. In the
drainage-impaired area, dissolution of soil salts and minerals, plant transpiration, and
evaporation from the shallow water table are the primary factors producing poor quality
groundwater. The Draft EIS notes that salinity trends in the City of Mendota Well No. 5 may be
attributed to [eastward] movement of shallow, saline groundwater (see Sections 6.1 and 6.2.3).

Note that the Draft EIS has a typographical error that incorrectly states shallow, saline
groundwater impacting the Mendota well is moving in a “westward” direction (Sections 6.1 and
6.2.3). The Final EIS has been revised to correctly state that groundwater movement is in an
eastward direction.

The Draft EIS analysis showed that water table and salinity conditions in the drainage study area
are improved by the capture and control of subsurface drainage. Hence, the action alternatives
considered represent a beneficial effect on groundwater and drinking supplies relative to the No
Action Alternative and existing conditions. While planned drainage facilities will not affect poor
quality groundwater that will have already moved past the influence of the drainage systems, the
drainage systems will prevent the additional movement of poor quality shallow groundwater to
the east.

L-26-14

See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. The No Action Alternative
describes the conditions that would exist if drainage service was not provided.

L-26-15

Phased construction of the In-Valley Alternatives is described in Appendix J. Additional details
on project construction will be developed after publication of the Final EIS and Record of
Decision. The construction schedule indicates facilities in the Northerly Area would be
constructed first.
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L-26-16
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to project funding.
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